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poets, while the shortening of a final syllable long by position 
is not, e.g. putd, not legtint, diwerd (Hor. 8. 1. 4. 104), not diwe- 
rint. But this is merely because another factor was at work in 
the weakening of the former, namely the law of Latin pronun- 
ciation that a long vowel (final or not) should be shortened 
in hiatus, e.g. put hoc, dimerd id, like illtus, ptus, praégustus, 
prthendo, just as in amdt, amr, patét, contrasted with amds, 
patés, palis, there was the shortening influence of the final 
consonant, the same as has reduced the long vowel of our ‘ node’ 
to a half-long vowel in the word ‘note’. Pudicitiam is the 
reading of the Palatine MSS. in Amph. 930, Eid. 405, passages 
for which the evidence of the Palimpsest is wanting (Hpid. 541 
is anapaestic, with pudicitiam); propinare amicissumam ami- 
citiam is suggested for a line in an anapaestic passage, Pseud. 
1263, by the MSS. (P) with their propinare micissim amicitiam, 
but Goetz prints wicissim, while Ritschl made the line bacchiac 
propinare amicissumam; amicitiam Men, 846 is very doubtful ; 
pertturissume Rud, 1375 should be periurissume; peculatus 
and depeculatus,in the three passages in which they occur in 
Plautus (Pers. 555; Cist. 1. 1. 70; Hpid. 520), have short u, 
but whether these words had originally the long wu of pectilium 
is questionable; in Awl. 516 sem(t)sonarii, not semisdnarii, a 
line of doubtful genuineness (A vowel before a Mute and Liquid, 
or qu’, cannot well play the part of a ‘brevis brevians’ (Klotz 
in Bursian’s Jahresber. 19, p. 288): surely not a vowel pre- 
eeding s for Greek €). The strongest example is Clutémestru 
K\vtaipnorpa) in Livius Andronicus Trag. 11 R.; though 
with Greek loanwords there is always a possibility of false 
Analogy, such as produced aurichalcum (classical ortchaleum) 
from opelyadxos (cf. also Gk. Kuvaiyetpos and Kuvéyeipos). 
The Karly Dramatists do not shorten, after a short monosyllable 
(or elided disyllable), the prepositions im, con in compounds, 


1 guo-, pronounced -¢o- (cf. quom Putréfacit would hardly be allowed by 
for com, cum, the Preposition), would Plautus, though Ovid has putréfacta, 
not offer the same resistance; hence Jliquéfiunt. Probri of Bacch, 1167 
loquér, sequér, In Aut, 715 read ob- seems to require investigation. (Shall 
xecro ego vos, the order required by we make probriperlecebrae one word ?) 
Kellerhoff'’s rule (Stud. Stwd. m 51), 
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where i, 0 were naturally long, viz. where n is followed by s or /, 
e.g. tnsanus, tnfelia (cf. Cic. Or. 48 § 159). (In Plaut. Stich. 
493 the first syllable of infwmatis should be scanned long, not 
short; tnsanit in Cist. fol. 238" 1 Stud. will hardly be defended 
on the evidence of A alone, which seems to give hercle hie 
tnsantt miser as the ending of an iambic line; Pseud. 194 is 
bacchiac with tnsidias.) Nor are other long initials shortened. 
In Rud. 913 the alliteration requires the order: neque piscium 
pondo wllam. In ornare the 6, preceding rn, had the quality, 
not the quantity, of a long o, like the 6 preceding nd in frondes 
(also written frundes) etc. 

The small number and doubtful character of these examples 
of shortening a naturally long syllable by the Breves Breviantes 
Law stand in marked contrast with the examples of shortening 
a syllable long by position. Voliiptatis (with the other Cases), 
voliiptarius etc. are common scansions in the Early Dramatists ; 
and voliintatis, juvéntutis, gubérnare and gubérnator, egéstatis, 
ventistatis, swpéllectilis come next in order of frequency. The 
normal scansion in the Dramatists of all these second syllables 
long by position is that of classical poetry; the shortening of 
them is however a licence which is readily allowed, when the 
exigencies of metre demand. There is no indication that 
particular groups of consonants lent themselves to this shorten- 
ing more than others, though more instances occur before st, 
str, nt, pt, ll, ct than before others. Sometimes the consonants 
are divided between the syllables, as r|n, n|t; sometimes 
they are included in the same syllable, as | pt, | st. Double 
consonants, as //, ss (e.g. vicissatim), nn (e.g. per-dnnonam) 
allow the shortening with no more nor less readiness than 
other consonant-groups. 

That Prepositions had a tendency to be weakened in a 
Compound is perhaps indicated by words like Smitto (for 
*ommitto, ob-mitto. Contrast a@mitto for *ammitto); récido, 
rélatus, réduco ete. beside earlier reccido, rellatus, redduco etc.; 
so that shortenings, like in Scculto Capt. 83, tib(?)-dptemperem 
Most. 896, quid cbstulisti Aul. 645, occupy to some extent a 
position by themselves. Jn-dcciilio etc. go naturally into the 
same class with voliiptdtis, adSptatus (whence addptaticiwm 

1—2 
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Poen, 1045); but cases like quid dbstulisti, where the accent 
does not fall on the second syllable of, the Compound, should be 
classed with the instances, quoted by Klotz pp. 69 sqq., of pairs 
of monosyllables, like quid &b sodél, For the separableness of 
a Preposition in a Compound is shewn not only by the usage 
of Tmesis in the old literature (¢.g. disque tulissent Trin. 833), 
but also by the fact (mentioned by Buchhold de Paromoeoseos 
usu, p. 47), that Plautus allows Alliteration with the first 
syllable of the second element of a prepositional Compound, 
e.g. Merc. 384 solus se in consilium seuocat, when that syllable 
is accented. (When the initial syllable of the Compound has 
the accent, or the ictus, 1t alone has the power of alliterating, 
e.g. Hpid, 256 calidi conducibilis consili.) Tibi dddam Epid. 
474 is on a par with pol étsi Aul. 421. But though we may 
scan quid éxprobras Trin. 318, with a prepositional Compound, 
it does not follow that we may scan quod hdstica Capt. 246; 
nor does tibi dddam give a sanction for per hértwm Stich. 614. 
Dr Klotz thinks that any bacchiac trisyllables with the 
last syllable elided, e.g. profect(o), bibend(wm), harund(o), may 
be treated as iambic disyllables, and shorten their second, now 
become their final, syllable. He has certainly failed to adduce 
strong enough evidence for the shortening of a naturally long 
syllable in this way, eg. Aw. 599 Eril(e) imperium ediscat 
(in Pseud. 168 read: introbite...celebra); and even his instances 
of syllables long by position are not altogether satisfactory. 
Profécto (a rare scansion, Brix ad Mil. 186. The word profecto 
cannot stand, as it is often said to do, for prd facto) may possibly 
be correctly written *profico ( profecto 1s wrongly given in the 
MSS (P) in Truc. 495 for praefica, mn Pseud. 256 for proh(?)). 
Sceléstus is changed by Fleckeisen (Neue Jahrb. 1891) to scele- 
rus, though in Most. 504, sceléstae sunt aedes, the shortening is 
satisfactorily explained by the accentuation scelestaé-sunt; so 
molestaé-sunt Mil, 69 (Skutsch Forsch. 1. p. 108), and perhaps 
modésti-sint Trin. 831 (anap.), nectinqgudm-litem Poen, 489, just 
as voluptas has the second syllable shortened in voluptdés-mea. 
The alleged cases of shortening in the penultima of a 
Superlative, e.g. simillumae Asin. 241, I have treated in the 
Classical Review Vi. p. 342. In the trochaic line of the Asinaria 
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Plautine versification, as a whole, will confirm these two 
rules: 

(1) that no syllable was shortened in the metre of the 
Dramatists, which was not shortened (partially or completely), 
in the ordinary pronunciation of their time’. 

(2) that a naturally long vowel was never shortened by the 
Law of Breves Breviantes, unless in a final syllable. 

The usage of Lucilius with regard to the Breves Bre- 
viantes Law is discussed by Dr Skutsch in the Rheinisches 
Museum, 1893, xLvut. p. 303. He finds in Lucilius’ iambic 
and trochaic metres six examples of the shortening of a syllable 
long by position : ; 

Lucil. ei, 20 M. facit idem quod Uli qui inscriptum ex pdértu 
exportant clanculum. 


7. 11. re in secunda téllere animos, ét in mala demit- 
tere, 

27.40. drdum mis¢rrimum atque infelix lignum sabu- 
ctiim uocant. 

28. 46. Sdécraticum quidd4m tyranno misisse Aristippum 
atitumant. 

29.90. wtnde démtim uix rédeat uixque hoc éxuat se.... 

29.96. hic me ubi uidit, sippalpatur, cdpiit scabit, 


pedeés legit. 

Of these the second and fourth are easily removed by 
omitting e¢ in the second, and by reading misse in the fourth. 
In the fifth, as Dr Skutsch himself remarks, we may scan und(e) 
domim uix. 'The last is a conjectural emendation of the MSS, 
which rather point to Mueller’s reading: 

hic me ubi uidit, sibblanditur, pélpatur, caput scabit, 

pédes legit, 


1 To the evidence, cited in the first 
part of this article, of the operation of 
the Breves Breviantes Law in the 
actual pronunciation of the words 
cavillator, ministerium, calefacere, and 
ave, may be added, for the last of these 
words, the story in Phaedrus App, 21 
of the man who mistook for this salut- 


ation the caw of a crow; and for the, 
similar Imperative cave, Cicero's story 
(Div, 2. 40) of Crassus mistaking Cau- 

neas (sc. ficus vendo) for cave ne eas; 

also the spelling causis for cave sis in 

Juvenal 9, 120. Servius (ad den, 6, 

779) says that vidén was the pronun- 

ciation of his time. 
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(p. 283, 13 K.): dicitur barbarismus, quando dico ‘mamor’ pro 
eo quod est marmor...et ut puta si dicas ‘relliquias’ pro eo 
quod est reliquias, suggests that the ‘omission of the letter r’ 
referred to may have been in the fourth, not in the penultimate 
word of the line; for the ‘ barbarismus’ mentioned by Pompeius 
may quite well have been not a mere mispronunciation of his 
time, but (like relliquiae) a scansion found in early poetry. 


W. M. LINDSAY. 
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instance, first the word, then the instance, lastly the name 
of the author or book, He adds that it was alphabetical, in 
order to facilitate reference: ‘currit enim commode per alfabetum, 
ut facilius mueniatur, quod ab amante requiritur, where amante 
is the ‘lover of wisdom,’ i.e. the curious student. 

Traube infers that this treatise of Mico was held in high 
estimation from the number of copies existing of it. There are 
two in the Royal Library at Brussels, the first and best of 
which (10,066—10,077) Traube makes the basis of his edition, 
This is the Ms. I collated. The first page is to a great extent 
obliterated. The date, which Traube thought of cent. XIr., 
I should have considered to be not later than x. or x1. This 
MS, is called by Traube B; the other Brussels Ms., which is of 
inferior value, 6, Besides these Traube had collations of 


1, A Brit. Mus. Ms Burney 357, cent. X11/Xit. 
2, Erlangen, Xv. 

3. Halberstadt, X11. 

4. Heidelberg. 


There are, besides, an X1th cent. at Paris (1928), a Leyden 
Ms. mentioned by Riese; one which was at Toul in the xiIth 
century, and another at Louvain, cited by Heinsius, are also 
known to have been in existence: but Traube thinks that the 
Louvain codex which is described by Heinsius as ‘admodum 
uetus’ may be one of the two at Brussels, 

Of the extent to which Mico’s Prosody was read we may 
judge from the fact that a verse in it 


Cattus in obscuris cepit pro sorice picam 


which Mico ascribes to one Sophocles, is quoted exactly in the 
above form, not with either of the variants found elsewhere, 
Cattus in obscuro c. pro s. pigam, and is ascribed similarly to 
Sophocles in a Phillipps glossary of the x1th cent. 

The number of words, thus prosodially treated, is in the 
numeration of Traube 413. After the last word Zizania follows 
FINIT OPUS MICONIS, then 10 elegiac lines 


Ipse Micon paucos studui decerpere sticos 
Alfaque per betum figere marginibus, 
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Augustin in one of his Epistles; a Favinius whose poem on 
weights and measures is twice cited 58, 141: an author abridged 
as TEOD; a medieval poet known by the name of Smaragdus, 
the carmen de diebus Bihrens PLM Vv. p. 352: the praecepta 
uiuendi Diimmler I. 278 (STATERA). 

A name abridged as LI (90, 339) is wrongly appended to 
two vv. of Martial. 

The verses are on the whole correctly ascribed to their 
authors: but there are a considerable number of exceptions. 
This is particularly true of the Christian poet Alcimus, or, 
as Mico writes him, ALcHimMvs. To Alcimus are assigned 
no less than 19 verses: of which only five are really by him. 

I must here in passing not omit to criticize a point in my 
friend Mr Rudolf Peiper’s edition, otherwise most excellent, of 
the Latin Metrical Heptateuch. Peiper, finding many of the 
verses quoted by Mico from Alcimus in this Heptateuch, con- 
cludes that others unknown also came from lost parts of the 
same work. Anyone who will take the trouble to examine the 
verses and the passages of Scripture to which Peiper supposes 
them to refer will see how very uncertain this is. Nay, Peiper 
has gone beyond this and actually ventured to refer to a lost 
part of the Heptateuch a verse very familiar to most readers of 
Latin Poetry, which Mico quotes s.v. INDICO and ascribes to 
Prosper. It is really one of nine verses sometimes, but wrongly, 
attributed to Martial, sometimes called PROLOGUS AVIANI, 
Prologue to the fables of Avianus: so in one of the Bodleian 
Mss. used by me for my edition. 

The Heptateuch is quoted also by Mico under BISSINA 
and assigned to Prosper, under SATVRO and ascribed to Ovid, 
under FERITA, to Ovid; proof of the important position held by 
this book, almost unknown till the late Card. Pitra published 
the Cambridge Ms., but now universally accessible in the 
edition of Peiper, and become interesting to all students of 
the later Latin prosody by the masterly criticism of J. E. B, 
Mayor. 


The following collection of instances of verses ascribed by 
Mico to wrong authors is not exhaustive. 
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The following is a list of the verses whose authorship is 
unknown to Traube. 


41 anatis. Mox anatis profuge quo sibi praedo foret. 
PRVD. NOV. 

120 pirivo. Contra particulam quae diriuata uidetur. 

This v. is omitted in most Mss. of Mico, It is not ascribed 
to any author, but the v. preceding it (119) is assigned to SED 
(Sedulius), and perhaps Mico thought that this was sufficient 
indication of 120 also, He has done so in other cases. 

286 PERFORAT. Perforat hasta uirumque et confinia dorsi 
(et trans conj. Traube). 

Not assigned to any author, previous v. to OVID. 

310 PERSIDEM. Symon persidem dulci comitatus iuda [no 
author assigned: 309 to IVVENAL]. 

360 SVBREPAT. Nec tibi fallacis subrepat imago decoris 
PAVLINVS, 

367 saTaGco. Intulerat satagens propriis licet illa cibando 
PAVLINVS. 

370 SAT ERIT. Jam sat erit nobis uano sermone narrare 
SEDVL. 


’ The most interesting of the citations in Mico are no doubt 
those from Lucretius, These amount to 13 lines in all. I will 
cite them in the order of the books in which they respectively 
occur, 


Lueret, 1.275 Saluifragis uexat flabris ita perfurit acri, 
Siluifragis AB. 
396 Nec si iam posset sine inani posset opinor. 
11. 128 Significant clandestinos caecosque subesse. 
365 Dirivare queunt animum curamque leuare, 
curamque A, curaque B and edd. 
388 Praeterea lumen per cornum fransitat imber. 
cornum AB: transit at seemingly AB: Mico thought it 
came from TRANSITO, which word is written sic at the béginning 
of the excerpt. 
447 In quo iam genere primis adamantina saxa. 
in primis AB, 
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663 (2) Buceriaeque greges eodem sub tegmine caeli. 
966 Inque locum quando remigrant sit blanda 
uoluptas. 


| 


fit AB. 
Iv, 1252 Siue uirum soboles siue est mulieris origo. 
suboles AB. muliebris AB. Mico thought that the e of 
mulieris was long, as the word illustrated is mulieres. 
v. 6 Nemo ut opimor erit mortali corpore cretus, 
598 Largifluum fontem scatere atque erumpere lumen, 
lumen also AB, not flumen. 
1221 Contremit et magnum percurrunt murmure 
caelum., 
murmura edd. murmure AB, as Mico. Munro does not 
notice this, 
VI. 752 Cornices non cum fumant altaria donis. 


There are no quotations from B, t1.: probably a mere 
accident. 

No vy. of Catullus Tibullus or Propertius is cited, nor from 
Manilius. On the other hand the Aratea both of Cicero and 
Germanicus furnish, the former four, the latter-two verses. The 
vy. from Cicero’s Aratea are 

hic liquescit’s, 

92 Delphinus iacet haud nimio lustratus nitore: 

The elided s is described as melting away. 

5 Andromede signum Deltoton dicere grai. 

145 Namque etiam Heridanum cernes in parte locatum. 

Mico adds h to Hridanus: Bahrens’ mss. of Cicero’s Aratea 
seem to give Lridanum. 

317 Zodiacum hune greci uocitant nostrique latini. 

The two vy. of the Aratea of Germanicus are 

332 Sic uagina ensis pernicis sic pede lucet. 

This is assigned to Cesar in Arat. (303 Traube). Biahrens’ 
best Mss. give pernici, which is right, not pernicis. 

239 Hunc aries iuxta medium deltoton habebit. 

Other Mss. give Huc or Hwic. But Hune is the reading of 
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the Basel Ms. (B) and (P) Paris 7886, As B is of saec, Tx. and 
omnium codicwm facile princeps P of 1x. or X., it is clear that 
Mico used a good codex. 

I regard this as a very signal proof how little the in- 
teresting poem of MANILIVS was read in the Early Middle Age, 
As regards popularity it was quite eclipsed by the tame Aratea 
of Cicero, and the spirited version of Germanicus Caesar. 

The loss of the poet's name may have had something to do 
with this. 


Passing to Ovid, I find not a few citations from his works, 
A. A. eight citations (12, 130, 171, 206, 351, 365, 368, 399.) 


Amor. three _,, (77, 151, 261.) 

Heroid. one se, (215.) 

Remed. one _,, (366.) 

Fasti four “* (117, 285, 350, 361.) 
Metamm, siz __,, (24, 98, 101, 133, 152, 186.) 
Tristia four _,, (15, 89, 166, 288.) 

Pont. one ' (329.) 


Ibis, one possible reference in the word THEODOTVS (394), 
noted by Traube. 


None from the Halient., de Medic. Faciei, Epic. Drusi, Nux. 

These statistics have their interest. Mico makes eight 
quotations from the A. A., only si# from the Metamm., only 
three from the Amores, Am I wrong in again believing that 
the fact of the Amores being habitually without title in the Ms, 
tradition of the middle ages, caused it to be less read? It may 
have been thought doubtfully Ovid’s. Every one knows that 
in lists of Ovid’s works preserved in the Middle Age, this, the 
finest of his poems, is always called Ourdius sine titulo. This 
may help to show why the work of Manilius, which was equally 
sine titulo, was less asked for and less read. It was not that 
Astronomy and Astrology were uninteresting, but that the 
author of the best poem on the subject was an unknown 
personage, 

As regards the v. of the Ibis, which oddly enough is one of 
the most debatable lines of the poem, 465, 6 Victima wel 
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Praetereo Mico and A, Praeterea B: et troica Mico and A, 
et om. B. The agreement of Mico with A in the unmetrical 
reading et trotca is noticeable. 


The right name of the poet is not preserved in any of the 
three: the ORATIVS however of the 2nd passage is a natural 
corruption of ORENTIVS. 


SERENVS SAMMONICYS, 


It is strange to find the medical poem of Serenus 8. quoted 
in a Ixth century treatise no less than 10 times. According to 
Teuffel it was written by the younger Serenus, son of an older 
physician, in the first half of the 3rd cent. a.p. Lampridius, 
one of the writers of the Augustan History, states that it was 
one of the favorite books of the Emperor Alexander Severus 
in common with Cic. de Officiis, de Republica, and Horace. 
This may have given it a popularity which kept it alive. It is 
in 1107 hexameters. Some verses prefixed to it in the Zurich 
Ms. of cent. IX. inform us that the poem was copied by order 
of Charlemagne, whose death year is 814, only a short time 
before Mico’s era. 

The following variants from the mss, of Serenus are observ- 
able in Mico’s citations. 

Ser. Sammon. 1101 Quod fuerit uero conchili sanguine tritum, 


tinctum MSS. : 
617 Diptamnum bibitur cocleae manduntur 
edules. 


Diptamnum Bihrens’ inferior codd.: Dictamnum A, 


1088 Aut facilis lapati comulatior ulcera purgat. 
Bihrens’ MSS. give cumulatior: coma latior is the right 
reading. 

Mico seems nearer the truth therefore than most Mss. 

989 Nec non mandragorae gustus sapor additur 

altus. 

gustu sopor Mss. Ser. is speaking of insomnia. 

383 Vulturis atque iecur uel ius perdicis apertae. 


A. 
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quoted s.v. INTERITIS Pugna acriter commissa multis utruwmque 
enteritis, 

Of Christian poets Prudentius is the most largely quoted, 
This is indicated by his name being frequently abridged to P, 
with which PRVD alternates. In many cases lines ascribed by 
Mico to other poets come from Prudentius. After Prudentius, 
Paulinus and Alcimus are the names most frequently appended 
to Christian verses, but each is often a wrong ascription. In 
all cases where Paulinus is rightly added, Paulinus of Nola is 
meant: twice only Paulinus of Perigueux (Mic. 385 and 111), 
After these Fortunatus, sometimes as F, then Sedulius and 
Prosper. The Genesis of Hilarius appears in Mic. 207. Arator, 
Sidonius, Iuvencus, Orientius, Eugenius of Toledo are only 
occasional. The hexameter poem of young Licentius, son of a 
friend of §. Augustin, and included in one of Augustin’s 
Epistles (Xxv1), is quoted s.v. BORINI: 

Lic. 57 Nec fera tempestas zefirum fremitusque borin. 

8.V. ROMOLIDVM: 

71 Et nune Romolidum sedes et inania tecti. 

Bahrens’ Mss. of Augustin rem or rett. 

Bede, Paul the Deacon, Alcuin (841), each occur once. The 
poem on Sodom is ascribed wrongly to Alcimus Avitus; it is 
quoted once s.v. IBIDEM!, 

- Carmen Phoenicis is cited Mic. 164 and ascribed to Fortu- 
natus. 


To these must be added the following medieval writers. 


1, Smaragdus Abbot of S. Michael on the Meuse +826— 
830. A man of importance in the court of Charlemagne and 
Louis the Pious. He put into verse the Ars Donati de viit. 
partibus orationis (Diimml. I. 605 sqq.). It is cited by Mico 
B.V, DECADAS | 

126 Per decadas centum. per centum mille redundant, 


2. Theodulfus 760—821, seemingly a Spanish Goth, was 
received by Charlemagne and made bishop of Orleans. High 
in favour with C., and his successor. 


1 Restituunt tectis demens at uulgus ibidem (carm. de Sodom. 72), 


THE PROSODY OF MICO THE LEVITE. 21 


His poem Bibliotheca twice cited by Mico. 
79 Penituisse placet solatur tertia eosdem. 
129 Erudit externos propriis sic actibus actus. 


3. Paul the Deacon, 720 to about 800, cited by Mic. 224. 
Cur proconde times stillam prebere ‘lechito ? 


4. Walafrid Strabo 808, 9—849. Abbot of Reichenau. 
Mic. 248 Sic edocta suo seruit Macedonia Paulo. 


[I have not added anything to this article, from want of 
health. But the work of Mico, as a whole, now accessible to all 
scholars in Traube’s erudite edition (vol. 3 of Diimmler’s Poetae 
Latin aeurt Carolin), I commend to the notice of all Latin 
scholars, only adding, what some may not know, that among 
the rising generation of students of the Middle Age, no one 
holds a more prominent position than Traube.] 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


1 =lecytho=uasi olei ad luminanda (Du Cange). 





EU RIPIDES. 


TWO SUGGESTIONS ON THE IPHIGENIA IN AULIS. 


870 sqq. “EAXddos padior éywye Tis TaXaiTeépou oTéva, 
i) OéXovea Spav ti Kedvov, BapSdpovs tods avdévas 
KaTayehovrTas éfavyces Sid oe Kal THY ORY KOpHV. 

373 pnodev av yelous Exate Tpoctatny Oeiny yOovos, 
pnd Ordwv dpyovta’ voby Xp) Tov oTpaTyAdTYY EXEL. 


‘pndev av yelous corr. by an early hand to pndév’ av ypéous 
P, pndév’ av xpéous (the ¢ in an erasure) L.’ E. B. England, in 
his new edition of this play. 


England adopts in 373 the conj. of Reiske, yévous for yetous 
or xpéous of PL, and ody from Monk for av. The latter must, I 
think, be right; but it is hardly probable that yévous could 
have been corrupted into yeious or ypéovs. Among the con- 
jectures which I have seen I do not find yaous; yet it seems a 
very possible explanation of yeious. The adjective yaios is 
found as a trisyllable in Ar. Lysist. 90 yala vai r® ove, Kopw- 
Gia 8 ad. AT. yaila vy tov Alia Andy ‘otw otca Tavtayl 
ravrevOevi: 1157 ovr yuvdsx’ drwmra yaiwrépay. In both 
places the schol. explain it as =‘ good’. The MSS. of Theoeri- 
tus, Vil. 4—6, dv0 réxva Avuxwzreos, ef Ti rep éo@dov, Xadv tav 
éeravwbev, aro Kiutias te cal adta® XadxKevos, give yaar, 
though Briggs proposed and Meineke (after Ahrens de dial. dor, 
p. 76) accepted zaav. The scholia however interpreted yaop, 
explaining cite dyadov dvtes amo ayabdy ito evyevov, and 
again evyevav tAoveiwy mapa Aaxedatpoviors. And so Hesych. 
vata (so the codex) aya@y, and yaids ayafos. The same word 
is found as a compound in the Aeschylean Ba@vyaios, Suppl. 
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858, where the schol. explains 7) weyaXws evyevns* dot (? yaol) 
yap ob evryevets. 

This Doric adj. yaios seems specially connected with good 
birth; lineage, we may suppose, descending from high antiquity. 
It must have been formed from a noun ydos. 

We may conjecture either that the original sense of that 
word connoted the idea of primal or primeval, possibly the 
hollow of earth regarded as the source of autochthonous inhabit- 
ants; or at least that Chaos was regarded as the ultimate or 
primal source of things, wpaticta yaos yéver’ Hes, Theog. 116, 
and that hence chaic was applied to something immemorially 
antique, or possessing the first freshness of time. In this refer- ~ 
ence cf. Verg. G. Iv. 347, Aque Chao densos diuom numerabat 
amores, Ov. Ib. 83, 4, Denique ab antiquo dius ueteresque noui- 
que In nostrum cuncti tempus adeste chao. As here Chaos is 
called antiquum, so yaos apxatov in the hymn to Artemis in the 
papyrus magica, edited by Dietrich, p. 775, and in the Orphic 
Argonautica 12 and 423 (cited by Dietrich). 


865 6 Adyos eis pédXOVT’ AV Wan Ypovov, exer S SyKov Tia. 


The corrupt av don of both P and L is perhaps to be cor- 
rected into avwc07. ‘Let your story be put off till a future 
time: it 1s tiresome’ or ‘troublesome’. Soph. O. C. 1162 Bpa- 
XUv Tw aitet piOov ovK Syxov mAgwv. 1341 Bpayet Ev dye 
Kal xpove. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 





A SUGGESTION ON PROP. II. 34, 29, 30. 


Aut quid crethei ) tibi prosunt carmina lecta ? 
erechti 
Nil iuuat in magno uester amore senex. 


crethe1 Bahrens’ DFV erechti N. 


The person whom Propertius addresses in this elegy is a © 


friend whom he calls Lynceus. Consequently wester would seem 
to point to some poet specially connected with the family of 
Lynceus. Is such a poet discoverable ? 

There was a literary man of the name of Lynceus in the 
period of Theophrastus and Menander. He was the pupil of 
Theophrastus, and wrote on Menander. Athenaeus quotes him 
several times as Lynceus of Samos, and states that he was 
a brother of the historian Duris. His date would thus be the 
end of the 4th and beginning of the 3rd century B.c. 

This Lynceus was much in the intimacy of the poets of his 
time, and was himself the author of a comedy called the Cen- 
taur, of which Athenaeus cites a considerable fragment, 131 f, 
Besides his work on Menander, of which Athenaeus quotes the 
second book (ev devrépw epi Mevavépou, 242 b), he wrote an 
Epistle to the comic writer Poseidippus (€v 77 wpos Tov KwptKov 
IloceiSurrtrov émicrody, 652 d). 

The scholia on Theocr, Iv, 31 «ju péev ra TAavxas wyxpovo- 
pat, ev d€ Ta Ilvppw, say o dé Ilvppos ‘Epv@paios 7) Aéo Bros, 
HeN@Y ToinTHS: again, o’tTos o Ilvppos rounrns av “Epv@paios, 
ws pnot Avyxevs, to which some MSS. add éyévero S€ xaromuv 
(Pirokévov Tov S:0vpapBoraod. From these it appears that Lyn- 
ceus (no doubt the same, as nothing is added to differentiate 


" 
el 








BENTLEY’S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 


THESE notes as is well known are written in Bentley’s copy 
of Stephanus’ Poetae Graect, 1566. They consist of restorations 
of the digamma and other conjectures, references to Eustathius, 
Hesychius ete., with many corrections of Hesychius, and read- 
ings from five Mss. His account of the last is as follows: 
“Collatus cum codice Collegii Benedicti Cantab, C vel sine 
litera, 

L codex Harley Londini. 

L, codex alter Harley. 

L, codex tertius Harley, 

M codex 4'* Harley cum ovyon.” 

“C vel sine litera” means that his quotations from this Ms 
are marked with C or that any quotations with no letter 
attached are to be understood to be from C, Sometimes a 
reading is given with no letter attached at first and L or M or 
whatever it may be written over it afterwards; thus at a 360 
we have “otxovd’ é8e” with “L” added later; this means 
“oixovd eBeByxet CL.” I mention this as I could not under- 
stand his system at first myself, and the hint may possibly be 
useful to others. He also refers to “H” frequently; what this 
means I do not know, but it is not all the Harleian Mss together 
as one would naturally suppose. 

It does not appear worth while to print all these readings, 
and I have therefore generally omitted them, as also trifling 
corrections of the text of Stephanus taken from them where 
Stephanus is palpably wrong. Such things throw no light on 
Bentley's own work. 

The quotations from Eustathius ete, are worth printing on 


ra 








23. Aldiowas. “es 51”. 51 is quoted for heed 
iudupiry...vijcos Sevdpyecca. At foot of 

page: “93 AiBioras Tot. Legendum Ai@ioves: si vera lectio 
Il. Z, 396 "Hetioy” : 

24. “ Aristarchus of wév—oi 8 Crates vero *H pév,—) 8 
Strabo Pag. 30. sed 103 *H pév azrepyouévov vel of pev 
amepy.” 

29. “votv dvonpovos” for Oupoy aptpovos Aiyia@ou0, 

31. Grea. “fe” 


34, “Eust. of dxpiBéotepor tHv radaov, “Tréppopov” 





(for sarép spor. 
37. “fe” Le. rewdas. “mpoerer” i.e, mpoereioper, for rpo 
ol el7roper. 


41. “«xal éjs” for re Kai Hs. 

46, “re” ie, reotxort. 

51. “pro Separa, leg. rétma” the last two words crossed 
out again, “Vide éyvaioves, évvaiee”(?) For mworva he also 
refers to 7 246, where Calypso is called éimwXoxapos Sew) eos. 
His objection here is to the construction of évvaiey, but is 
somewhat frivolous, as the order of the words is Gea dé valet 
Sempata ev (avT7).. However he returns to the charge in a 
later note: “Eust. Not. év Sepyata vaier sed lego Oea & ev 
rota vaiet. “Evvaier absolute ut évvaiovar IL I, 154, 296. 
Sic Od. ¢«. 215. eam compellans qwétva Gea, non depara 
évacev, sed a7réos Ibidem”. This last reason is clearly an after- 
thought. 

52. “ofod” i.e. dNofodpovos. 

53. oldev. “fot” 









60. “leg. dAvpr’. 7 ov vd tT B. 60 et 312”. B= Od. ii 
: He pons p.solexs to a 298; all three are to illustrate a question 
troduc uced by 7 ov. 

pe” Le. rrepa, but crossed out again. 
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159. “Hesyc. draSddrer’ et “Avef.” 

163. idoiato. “ Fid” 

165. éa@fTos. “Fe” 

167. @adrrmp?. “fer” and “ Eustath. Not. ypagperar cat 
€XMr@py ” 

169. eiwée. “fet” 

174, eida. “res” 

175, peGerens, “pw epérers” 

176. icav. “Fi”, crossed out again. 
178. mpocéere. “erer” 

181. idnpétpoiow avacow. “at Fa” 
183. olvomra. “Foi” er. “és” for which he quotes 
“M ‘és’ d\Xo”, and which apparently he prefers. 

184. “Strabo 285 repwéonp, alij Tayacov. Et Steph. Byz. 
Tapaoceos—tives ypapovew és Tapéonv peta y. amiBavas. 
nam T'amese Italiae urbs. Idem in Texéon” 

186. ixd Nye. “Eust. tivés id’ &” and “Eust. Not. 
Tives, VO Vnpit@ UA. Licet vyipeTov eivoorludAOv” 

190. macyet (sic Steph.) After correcting to “acyew” 
Bentley suggests “ reocew”. 

B91, °* cai” 

192. rAaBnow. “ow”, next line beginning with a vowel. 


cc ay 


193. otvomrédo.o. “ Foe 
199. adéxovta, “are” 

202. eid@s. “ret” 

203. ob Te €re. “roe” for rc from his Mss, 

206. evmée. “re” ; 

208. éouxas. “Fe” 1.0. réotKas. 

210. “Hesye. avaSnpevas post avayayy”-avevovawr. 

212. “Odveja éydav. “ai dp” ie. “Odve7 ap’ eyav or 
eyo. idov. “Fi” 

216. ovx oid’. “ov Foie” 

220. “Kust. Te No” (i.e. in text and notes). yp. ov ye 
Steph. marg. 

221. mpocéerme. “erer” 

224. eime. “pes” | 

225. ris 6€ duiros. Bentley suggests tis dé “y'” or “0” 
in margin; at top of page: “fo. ris dn, vel tis 8 Gutros. is 
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B. 


1. 8 npeyévera. “Sen” 

22. “avyon. Sixds Aplorapyos, duo 8 adXa, dv0 8 aiév” 

33. “Hesyc. dvypovos” ie. Hesychius to be corrected to 
OV LEVOS. 

40. 98 elceat. “rec” (i.e. read tadya feioeat for Taya 5 
eloeadt). 

41. adv Hyevpa. “Xaovds” referring to 13 and 252 for the 


44, ov8' ayopeva, “ ne "from L. 

46. amwXeoa, 65 oT év duiv. “eaa ” (am@dcoo ) 

48. “Hes. olxos, ra €v TH oixia, Nop & av, ete, > 

50. pntépe wor. In margin “Myrpi wen”, under this 
“Mnyrtéps wev”, at top of page “ut pntpt of Od. a. 469, v. 334” 

52. ev és olxov. “pods roe Il. «. 907” 

54. of. “6 por”, at foot “C Kai ds ot” 

56. dus. “ dges” 

57. mivovot te. “oi” 

58. “L «araivera: (Hesych. trav) p 537”. (Hesych. cardv. 
not xaraiv.) 

70. xai p’ otov. “py pw”, but at top of page “ pro juz) ofov”, 
meaning that on second thoughts he takes «ai pu’ oloy as = «al 
pon) olov. 

91. p édrres, “eX” 

100. odro7. “ oFn” 

103. adre wemei@ero (sic Steph.) “ adr’ éren.” 

111. droxpivovras, iv’ eidns. “8 tva rec” 

114. «ai avdaver. “o fay” i.e. Kal 0 favdavet. 

120. "ArKxpavn re édrAOKapos (sic Steph.) re Muanvn. In 
margin “vn T nvcTépaves Te”, at top of page “ éveréhads sic 
et Pausanias in Corinth. et Nicandri eyed.” At foot “CLL,, , 
evoTédavos Te”. 

126. o@yv. “6” So Apollonius, i.e. Aristarchus accord- 
ing to Lehrs. Bentley’s reading seems to be a conjecture. 

133. avtos éxav. “8, 649 éyor Il. y, 66”. Above this “7, 
217, 0, 391, & 126, 218”. Read », 237; these last four refer- 
ences are to the Odyssey. At foot of page “ M éxayv yp. éyav.” 
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of page “an x«dyye map’”, ie. read Efovr’* ayy yap or efero- 
KayX Tap . 

426, evka diatpérroot. “x niotp” (AevK HUOTP.) 

428. peyar’ laye. “ya pu” ie. péya riaxe. 

434, “Hesyc. "Has, ro AuKodas, Tavyvyin etc.” 


ry. 

7. & évéxaoryn. “dé re” 

10. «atayovto is. “7, nd” (katayort’ 78’). 

20. In margin “328”, to defend wWeidos against yrevdea. 

27. ov yap olw. “fo. } yap oiw” 

40. év & olvoy. “Sdfoivoyv, kai foivov”, At top of page 
“xal Foivov” 

46. “leg. S€érrau perigndéa roivoyv. vel werundet poive@ Lrrei- 
cat" but in margin “«, 316 pédXavog foivoww”. If this last is 
right it must mean that « 316 is quoted for déra:, the dative, 
and that pwéXavos foivoro is an alternative correction for pedc- 
deo¢ oivov, keeping dérras. 

51. d€05 olvov. “ audexdrreAdrov 63” 

60. mpyntavra. “Te” 

64. paro. “npycat’” 

_ 17. arovyopmévoto Epotto. “fe” crossed out again. Then 
“ov épéotTo” 

81. ‘Trrovniov. “a186” and “Etym. M. Nyirns. wo 
vyiov”’ 

127. “Hes. "EBatvopuer, éXéyouev pro 'EBatouev” - 

143. énvdave. “érav” 

151. “Hes. déoocayev. male” 

164, pa, “FA” 

175. taywota tréx. “tayier dp 

179. “Il. a, 464 ete.” 

185. “Hesye. "Ecaw fer et “Eows@nv. corr.” (corrigendum 
eximnv). 

198. ds ot. “6 row” 

206. “Hes. “TxrépBacts” 

208. ov por. “fo. ovrot” 

216. 8 of. “drot” 


to avoid hiatus. 
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dlkady jae at € todeeaee aa 
in as an éFdd.0v ? 

387. yauBpotow éd. “ rea” 

388. Sepal" ikovro ayaxkutTa. In margin “ixeiat’ ixavoy” 
at top of page “fo. ixoiar’ IL = 544. fo. wepixkvta”™ 

419. “M. itacxépel. lego inaccped ” 

427. données, erate. “eis rer” 





435. ei, # ” Cp. n. on a 263. 
436 ibaa) n ile aeenseane sed aytiéwy éxaTouSns” 
Athenaeus vil 363 (Ludwich). 


480. dpa re ola over, “fo. dypwv G of’ dv Xoo, vel 
bya Tt oot érbover. vel da 7 ool’ av éwor” 

486. “M. Qeiov yp. ceiov et Strabo 367. H. “Apiorod. 
Geiov avti Tov Erpexov. Hes. Zeiov Siryov” 

489, “vide Strabonem p. 367 et Pausaniam initio Messen.” 

494. “Dele v. 494 et insere v. ex Mss”. But it is 493 that 
is absent from the Mss, as Bentley himself notes from his own 
CLM. “494 delet H” however. I cannot guess what is meant 
by wnsere v. ex MSS, 





é. 
l. “«nr@ecoar, Zenodotus et alij Kaverdeooav Eustath. et 
Strabo, Hesych. utrumque” 
4. apipoves @. “-ova r@” and “ dytpovos Athen. p. 185” 


15—20, Bracketed. aé@etrodvras hi quinque, inserta ab 
Aristarcho ex Iliad. = 604, Athen. lib. 4. qui v. 19 legit é&ap- 
xovtos” Athenaeus v 180, 181 (Ludwich), 

32. “ras” 

38. “yp. émicméoOa. Apoll. cyor. 1, 893 ut IL v 495 
émvrmopevov éoi avt@” (Apoll. Rhod.) 

43. “ Athen, lib. 4. Avrot & eioj Gov” Athenaeus Vv 179 


). 
57, 58. Bracketed. 
“girov & dmtecGov. Ath. lib. 5” v 188 (La Roche), 
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226.- 


229. 
peéva iF 
231. 
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ee Ff MM 


Sniopev. “ oF@ 
“Theoph. 9, 15, ro@e wieiora diet et 231 Tervy- 


Read 230. 


“leg. ‘Intpot 729” and in margin “ o.—ou” (inrpot dé 


Féxactos eructapevor for intpos be Exactos érioTapevos). 


247, 
248. 
ev” 
258. 


“ éréioxe ” 
“vide Hesych. 65 ovdév” and “ Hes. ds ovd’ ev totos 


ie. corr. Hesych. to ovdev. 


“Hesyc. xara 5é€ ppdvw etc. et dpovw” ie. Hes. 


quotes this line under both «ara dé . and dpovuw. 


277. 
287. 


pactaka, 


319. 


kothov. “ Hesye.” 
“Hesyc. “Esriudotaxa etc.” to be corrected to emt 


“Hes, mAeios—Avdpav dvou. 1.” for ducpevéwr 


5’ avép@v wadeios. Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 


322. 


338. 
543. 
wich. 
O48. 
352. 


306. 


398. 


Ludwich. 


408. 


te ry Qo #? 
éveita énv. “7 ap” ie, Emer’ ap’ énv. 
“Hes. gcdoundscadns” Not in La Roche or Lud- 


f v ve i 
mape& eltrouw. “ex fet 
7 4 af tc 797 ef q wf 
emel ov. “OT” (G0 T OU.) 
dvev@ éacov te. “Gev dcov xe” 


“Strabo p, 387 él” for dao. Not in La Roche or 


 Ghupaees 

Kai vl Key ia TwavTa. 
« 469” 

““AnXoovdvns, THs Garacons dap. 


“xe jmavT ia” 
Hesye. dele 


de , af 3 39 


ag ap 


ayayouca ap’. (ayayovo ap ap’.) 
av & eb (sic Steph.) xpivacOar. “dé 7°” in margin 


(6é 7 ev); at top of page “fo. ad & ed «ps. recte” 


416. 
417. 


a % f i 
emt Yalns 


421. 
4.38. 


abo. S éyeww. “xad 5 éyéewev” (cad do eyes Eust.) 
baa éwi yaiay. “Proclus in Polit. Plat. p. 38 é6¢0° 
Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

lonobe. “an Oa” and “HLM iédna.” 

“Etym. M. yAadupos—édrayAawac’, sed in ypaypa 


habet d:aypayrac’” 














tion for sacrifice of a divine animal coe poche plant), the 
primitive idea of a sacrifice being a communion with the totem 
god by partaking of its body and blood, for which I must refer 
the reader to Prof. Robertson Smith’s book, (2) that the 
particular legend of Iphigenia was derived from a piaculum 
before war. 

This being so, how is it that a legend so archaic in its 
character that Aeschylus did not understand it was unknown to 
Homer’? Had it been modern in character, we could easily see 
that it might be a late developement ; that idea is forbidden by 
the story itself. 

It is noteworthy that Homer, though he knows nothing of 
the sacrifice, yet does represent the Greek fleet as sailing from 
Aulis, and as offering a sacrifice there before starting on the 
expedition, with omens which at once recall to mind the omens 
there related by Aeschylus. (B. 303 seqq.) We have then the 
legend ‘of the Greek fleet at Aulis and sacrifice there before the 
war on the one hand, on the other we have a legend from Aulis 
of a human sacrifice connected with a deer in some way. If 
the two were originally distinct, what more natural than that — 
they should have been afterwards combined together in one 
story? And that they were originally distinct is clear from the 
consideration, that the legend of human sacrifice is manifestly 
extremely ancient, and yet that Homer does not connect it with 
the Trojan war. 

This amalgamation of distinct legends is one of the most 
familiar and most troublesome features of mythology. There is 
scarcely a god of Greece who is not pieced together out of half 
a dozen animals and local gods, and whose attributes are not 
derived from a number of local and contradictory tales, 

What then was this original legend of sacrifice at Aulis ? 
When we look at the account of Aeschylus we find that two 
eagles, symbolizing the two Atridae, slay a pregnant hare and 
thereby give an omen that Artemis is wroth with them; to 
turn away her anger Iphigenia is sacrificed. Why then was 
Artemis angry? It is useless to try and find out from Aeschy- 
1 That it was unknown tohimseems Iphianassa as alive; otherwise his 
jlear from the fact that he represents silence would not go for much. 
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lus; like Pindar or Herodotus on similar occasions he prefers 
not to tell us. But what Aeschylus, with great gain, chose to 
leave wrapped in the gloom of the thunder cloud, this Sophocles 
with singular frigidity has dragged into the light of day; he 
tells us plainly that it was because Agamemnon had killed 
a stag sacred to Artemis! There is a reason for you! However 
the mythologist may be thankful when the reader of poetry 
is disgusted. And the later (if later) story which substitutes a 
deer for Iphigenia again shews the same thing, that the sacrifice 
of Iphigenia is closely connected with a deer sacrifice. 

Now it is a perpetual feature in sacrificial rites to find an 
animal sacrificed as a man; I need only quote the famous 
instance of the bull at Tenedos which wore a cothurnus on its 
foot and represented a human victim. Some sacrifices were 
especially sacred; they were made generally at a yearly festival, 
and the identification of the victim with a human being only 
marked their peculiar sanctity. We may fairly then guess that 
the sacrifice at Aulis was a very holy sacrifice of a deer, which, 
as so often, was said to be a human being by the common 
confusion of ideas among early peoples. For the deer and its 
worshippers are all members of one kin, they are all deer or 
eommonly the deer are men. This deer would be originally 
itself the god and its worshippers would eat it as a sacramental 
rite; then it would be connected with the worship of one of 
the higher deities when they became popular; in this case 
it was connected with Artemis. When the idea that the 
animal itself was the god became too absurd, because the totem 
system and the ideas derived from it were obsolete, the deer 
became simply an offering to the new anthropomorphic goddess, 
but, as with the bull at Tenedos, its life was regarded as the 
life of the tribe and itself as in some sort a human victim’. 
Hence the idea that it was a substitute. For what? The 
mythologist looked round him; he saw there at Aulis the fleet 
starting for the Trojan war, and solemn sacrifice being offered ; 
he naturally said that this holy sacrifice of the deer was a 
commemoration of that ancient occasion. And the deer being 
human also, he naturally concluded that at the original sacrifice 

1 See Religion of the Semites 343 ete, 
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the victim was actually human, Could more proof be re- 
quired? Agamemnon had manifestly offered a human victim, 
and as in the Hebrew myth of Jephthah or the common 
Semitic offerings to Baal-Melek, the most efficacious victim 
was of course his own child. Now Homer gave him four 
children ; Orestes could not be taken, so the choice had to fall 
on one of his three daughters, and Iphianassa was chosen, 
probably as supposed to be the oldest’. 

So it was that Homer knew nothing of the story which 
Aeschylus and Lucretius have immortalized in verses of such 
heart-piercing beauty; “tantum relligio potuit suadere— 
poetis.” 


ExaTouPn. 


Tt is to Prof. Robertson Smith again that I owe the hint 
which led to this note. “The lexicons apply the name fara‘... 
also to the sacrifice of one beast in a hundred, which is what 
the scholiast above cited understands by the ‘atira.” (page 210 
op. cit.) Having long felt much dissatisfied with the notion 
that a “hecatomb” in Homer could have ever had anything to 
do with a hundred victims, I gladly seized on this; why should 
not éxaTouBn also mean “the hundredth victim” ? 

Let us first see on what the traditional idea is based. 
Apparently, if one may trust Ebeling, on nothing but Byzan- 
tine etymological conjecture! Thus Hesychius explains the 
word as @uvola moté wev Exatov Body, and the Ht. Mag. supplies 
the alternative avo éxatov Bnudtov 6 éote xe Lowy, so that a 
hecatomb would be twenty-five quadrupeds. Really the latter 
is the more attractive of the two, for it would be more like 
Greek usage and one may as well derive -8n from Sjya as from 
Bods. There is no authority then at all for the idea that 
éxaTou Bn ever meant a hundred animals of any kind. 

To turn to the Greek usage, we find that nowhere does 
Homer speak of a hundred animals being sacrificed. In y. 59 

1 Tt appears from Schol. Aristoph. Brauron, not Aulis. At Brauron she 


Lysistrata 645 that another version seems to be a bear-goddess. 
eonnected the Iphigenia legend with 
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indeed, at a very solemn occasion when all Pylos had met 

together to celebrate their bull-feast to Poseidon, eighty-one 

| bulls are offered up. In WV. 146, say the lexicons, there is a 

| hecatomb of fifty rams; I deny it, Homer speaks of “a sacred 

hecatomb and fifty rams,” so that the two sacrifices are distinct. 

The next highest number is only twelve (Z. 115 collato 93), 

and they unfortunately are described as éxatouBas not éxa- 

TouSnv, so that only six at most can be allowed for a single 

hecatomb there. Would you not say from this passage that a 

ExaToun was a victim? However I do not think that éxa- 

7648 can ever be shewn to be only a single victim, and it 

certainly over and over again includes several. But of all the 

many passages in which the word occurs only y. 59 can be 

quoted to shew that it meant anything extraordinary in point 

of number; sacrifices of very few animals are continually called 

“hecatombs.” Surely the Homeric usage is of weight in 
deciding the question if anything is. 

How a hecatomb differed from an ordinary slaughter of a 

_beast for food, which also appears to be in its origin a sacrifice 

invariably (e.g. £&. 74, and compare Robertson Smith, p. 263), 

may be easily gathered from comparison of the Homeric 

instances. These are first propitiatory, as A. 315 etc. to avert 

the plague, Z. 115 to turn away the anger of Athena from 

Troy, y. 144, 6. 582, x. 132 copied in yy. 279. Secondly solemn 

feasts at stated seasons, as especially Hymn xxxiv. 12; compare 

a. 25, the solemn feast of the Aethiopians to Poseidon, copied in 

WV. 206, in y. 59 a very solemn feast of all the Pylians to 

Poseidon, in v. 276 the feast day of Apollo in Ithaca. Thirdly 

hecatombs are promised to the gods if they will help in any 

definite undertaking, as A. 102, 120, copied in V. 864, 873, or 

W. 146 when we hear that Achilles had offered a hecatomb to 

Spercheus if he should return safe, p. 50, 59: so at the 

beginning of a great undertaking, as at Aulis, B. 306, 321; so 

Menelaus ought to have offered hecatombs before starting back 

for Greece, 6. 352, and the Greeks on building their wall, 

H. 450, M. 6. Fourthly as thanksgiving at a harvest feast, 

I. 535, to all the gods. The only cases that do not, come under 

these heads definitely are ¢. 102, n. 202, v. 350, r. 366, which 


| 
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are all vague, but do not appear to referto ordinary sacrifices ; 
as for @. 548 it is extremely doubtful whether it ought to 
be printed in the Jiiad at all, and there scarcely seems 
sufficient reason there for hecatombs. 

Now it is on just such occasions as these that tithes, 
(taking the word to mean selected victims, not necessarily one 
in every ten), are offered to the gods. At the same time such 
occasions are just those on which a specially valuable sacrifice 
would be offered, and therefore a hecatomb would easily come 
to imply a great number of victims, whence by false etymology 
a hundred. At least Clisthenes sacrifices Bots éxarov in 
Herodotus vi. 129, which looks as if so early as this éxarou8n 
was supposed to mean a hundred oxen. Even in Homer we 
have already found eighty-one sacrificed at a time, so that 
there was not much further to go. We can now see that the 
ordinary explanation—* properly an offering of a hundred oxen, 
but even in Hom. the word has lost its etymol. sense, and come 
to signify a great public sacrifice” L. and S.—is exactly the 
wrong way round. Originally a sacrifice of the hundredth 
animal, hence any particularly solemn offering, it ended by 
false etymology in becoming a sacrifice of a hundred omen. 

Let us go back to the quotation from Hesychius which I 
left interrupted above. sroré sev Exatov Bodr, says he, roré dé 
Boos wai mpoBarov Kai aiyos. It is unnecessary to point out 
how impossible it is to reconcile this latter aspect of the 
sacrifice with the traditionary explanation. But how simple it 
is if the éxatrou8n was the ‘attra, An owner of cattle would 
sacrifice the hundredth not only of his kine, but also of his 
sheep and goats, and so a éxarouSy might naturally enough 
come to mean one of each. The omission of the pig is like the 
omission of the goat in the suovetaurilia, to secure the mystic 
number three ; the comparison is significant with regard to the 
position of the animals in Greece and Italy. 


ARTHUR PLATT. 
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present a fair number of discrepancies which cannot be re- 
ferred one to the other as to its original, but can be regarded 
as variations of some common original reading, then the 
manuscripts are to be looked upon as descendants, direct or 
indirect, of the same archetype. 


3. But when the two manuscripts differ to such an extent 
that it is impossible to derive their readings either one from 
the other or both from a common source, then we can only 
consider them representatives each of a tradition too different 
from the other for us to discover their original point of 
divergence. 

With the aid of these rules we shall examine the dis- 
crepancies between those manuscripts which contain the 
tragedies of Aeschylus. 


§ 1, 


The prevalent opinion, which I venture to call in question, 
is that the manuscript in the Laurentian library at Florence 
XXXII 9, the well-known Mediceus, is the original of all others 
now in existence, that the variations which these present are 
due either to sleepy copyists or to Bentley’s bungling tinkers; 
and that even when the latter manuscripts present the true 
reading, it is due merely to a grammarian’s guess a little more 
happy than usual. This theory, announced by Burges in 1821, 
has received the support of great names; Wilhelm Dindorf and_ 
Cobet have given unreserved assent to it, Kirchhoff regards it 
as ‘extra omnem dubitationis aleam positum,’ Wecklein after 
long doubting has at last entered the fold, and Dr Verrall, if 
not so certain of its absolute truth, has at least bound himself 
to this theory by basing the text of his brilliant edition of 
Aeschylus entirely on the Mediceus, The opponents are few: 
their efforts have been merely directed to showing ‘non omnia 
pendere ex libro antiquissimo, sed etiam ceteris codicibus 
aliquid tribuendum esse’ (Weil pref. to Teubner’s ed. p. v1); 
the nearest approach that I know to a definite statement of a 
counter-theory being M. Haupt’s ambiguously-expressed opinion 
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in his preface to Hermann’s posthumous edition p. Ix, ‘generis 
a Mediceo libro diversi communione tres distant codices’; these 
three being the well-known Florentinus, Venetus, and Far- 
nesianus. In the face of these attempts it is no wonder that 
a theory expressed with such definiteness of statement and 
such confidence of iteration as the common theory is, should 
have won the day; and therefore it is that in the absence of 
some better champion I take it upon myself to challenge the 
prevalent opinion. 

The lacunae existing in the various manuscripts do not 
help us very far towards a settlement of the question. It is 
true that the omission by the manuscripts G (codex Guelfer- 
bytanus), C (codes Marcianus), and R (the manuscript of 
Robortello) of vv. 83283—1050* and 1159—1673 of the Agamem- 
non and the opening of the Choephori, verses formerly present 
in M but now lost through mutilation of that manuscript, 
proves the former to be late copies of the latter. But that B 
(codex Bessarionis) possesses 360 verses of the Agamemnon, 
that F and N (Florentinus and Farnesianus) possess the whole 
of that tragedy, and that V (Venetus) formerly possessed it in 
full, though vv. 46—1079 are now missing, does not prove these 
manuscripts not to have been copied from M before its muti- 
lation; nor does the omission by FV and N of vv. 587—647 
and 797—826 of the Eumenides, while proving them to be 
copies of one and the same original, remove the possibility of 
that original being a copy of M. We must, therefore, if we 
are to gain anything definite, turn to the more ordinary 
discrepancies, Our field of inquiry is narrowed by two cir- 
cumstances: firstly, as the greater part of the manuscripts 
contain merely the Prometheus, the Persians, and the Seven 
against Thebes, as they have passed through the hands of late 
Byzantine correctors, they must naturally be left out of count 
until we have considered the evidence of those manuscripts 
which present a clearer tradition; secondly, of these manu- 
scripts (FVN, B) the readings are fully reported only in 
the Agamemnon (by Hermann, Kirchhoff, Wecklein) and the 
Eumenides (by Hermann), while in the other plays we have 

' Tadopt Wecklein’s enumeration. 
4.—2 
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only rare mention of their readings scattered through the vast 
mass of worthless variants which disfigure the pages of 
Hermann’s second volume. It will therefore be granted that 
our only possible course, if we are to arrive at satisfactory 
results, is to analyse the evidence offered by the Agamemnon 
and Eumenides, and to interpret the few recorded variants in 
the remaining tragedies in the light of the results obtained by 
that analysis. 

To examine the case in its proper order, we shall first of all 
take those readings which show the manuscripts to be all of 
the same family; namely those errors which are common to all 
of them, and which in the Agamemnon are the following: 69 
vroxAatov, 91 Swpots, 103 Avarns dpéva, 111 Sixas mpaxropt, 
131 dra, 165 rode, 170 ovdév A€Ear, 212 ti was AuTovaus Te, 
246 aidva, 250 ro S€ awpoxdvew, 275 ov dcFav, 282 dyyérou, 
1079 xai wedopparrnpiov, 1080 paptuplots, éreme(Pouar, 1103 
ri ry’, 1109 pe, 1144 yap oi, 1146 7. It is of course evident 
that this consensus leaves it entirely undecided whether M or 
some lost manuscript is to be regarded as our archetype, and 
the same is to be said of the following passages where the 
manuscripts differ from one another: 2 6 Mr' B, omitted by 
FVN; 26 onpaive Mr, onpavd BFVN; 29 érop@piatew Mr 
B, érophiafew FVN; 40 wpiauo Mr B, wpiapou FVN; 80 
tplrodas Mr B, rpimodos FN; 94 ypiwaros Mr B, ypicparos 
FN; 118 of F, omitted by Mr B; 128 dXoyodairas Mr B, 
Aayodaitas FN; 129 apyas Mr B, dpyods FN; 146 a FN, 
omitted by Mr B; 152 rav FN, omitted by Mr B; 161 yap 
Mr B, omitted by FN; 167 olxocg Mr B, oixos F; 1080 pév 
FVN, omitted by Mr; 1132 éweyyéaca Mr, érayyéaca FVN. 
It is here possible to explain the readings of B FVN as per- 
versions or corrections of the readings of M, it is equally 
possible to explain them as errors or conjectures for the 
readings of the archetype of M, and that is all that can be 
said: these variants, considered alone, do not compel us to 
interpret them one way rather than the other, and depend for 
their explanation on passages where the evidence is more dis- 


1 By this symbol are denoted the remaining manuseripts. 
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tinct. We next come to a few passages where the differences 
between the manuscripts are peculiar enough to cause doubts 
concerning the ordinary opinion: 122 édpixvyata dépuate Mr, 
€pixvpova pépmats B, épixvpova pepBovro FN ; 266 avvopGov 
Mr B, ovvap@pov FN ; 298 taeptedys Mr B, vareip Erns FN ; 
300 ypucopeyyes Mr FN, yAvoodeyyes B; 1072 ef od pry 76d 
Mr, ef cd To pnd F; 1079 av edpynon Mr, ébevpnoes FN; 1081 
race Mr, ra FVN which Dr Verrall confesses to be strange, 
remarking that ‘It would almost seem as if they (i.e. FVN) 
must in this place have been guided by some note or tradition 
independent of M, which has now disappeared’; 1144 zrepe- 
Burovro Mr, mepiBadovres FVN; 1153 eéyeus Mr, éyn FV. 
Still there is no logical compulsion in any of these readings 
towards one theory rather than another, and they all remain 
ev petarypio, to be decided upon by the remainder of the 
evidence. And this latter is against the current opinion. The 
following examples are enough to decide: 6 a@éo. Mr FVN, 
év Oéper (Le. E6ep!) B; 39 avdd xov Mr FVN, avddv od B; 82 
nyepopatov Mr B, rpepohavrov FN ; 112 trav yay Mr, trayav B 
FN; 156 amndoias Mr B, awaAoiaas FN; 165 aréxraikev M, 
améxrartev B FN; 322 toye cxnare M, rode oxnmwre F, 708 
évoxnmres B; 1079 wavrevee M, parevee FN; 1089 drKa M, 


0 € 
arxav EVN; 1151 perorumets MV, werorturets F, worortutre?s 
N. The fact that these variants are due to uncial writing and 
to the uncial compendium for py fixes their source as earlier 
than M and inclines us to consider Bb FVN not as copies of M, 
but as derived from the same archetype as the latter. This 
opinion is confirmed by variants evidently due to a double 
reading in the archetype. Two of these stand out pre-eminent. 
In 143 M has wraxa, FN rre@xa, B rrawve«a, the original being 


Beans: and the combination of these two readings in B with the 
uncial compendium for v precluding the supposition that they 
existed together first in some copy of M from which B FVN 
were derived. In 101 M has ¢aives, B daiver, FN daivovo’. 
I believe that the reading of B is correct and that the passage 
should thus run: 
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101 ayava paiver 
95 paraxais dddroar rapnyopiats, 
102 ‘“EAmis, adutvern err. 


v. 95 thus at last giving a satisfactory sense. The origin of the 
variants is thus clear. gaivove’ was written to avoid the 
hiatus', and the ¢ being written slightly lower than the rest of 


0 
the letters, thus: bainer®, was taken by the scribe of M to 
belong to daive. The discrepancy must here again be re- 
ferred to the archetype of M and not to a copy of the latter. 
Of the others the confusion existing in all the manuscripts 
as to the reading of v. 120 (aapmpémrows MB, waprresros mr, 
- év édpacow Mr B, wapmpérocw Edpars F, waprpéerecww edpas 
N) indicates something like stalatiperitoicensignuc. mast the con- 


fusion in M itself as to the 7 in wapapémros refers us back 
again to its archetype for the origin of the variations. In 146 
Dr Verrall explains the @édmrors of M as due to misunder- 
standing of a note Acre: ro X referring to éovtwy, and remarks 
‘M has aéAmros but its archetype had aémrois, like F’: this 
we can believe, but it is scarcely credible that the scribe of F 
came by the true reading unless he had access to the archetype 
of M. By happy blunder he could not have written aémrois, 
nor would he have hit upon so rare a word by conjecture; he 
would have more likely guessed Aémrors as some have since 
done. In 48 where M has «Adfovrres, FN «rayéEavres, it is not 
easy to believe the latter reading a corruption or correction of 
the former. The double readings in 79 (ri@urepynpws M, 
ToGiumepnynpws IB, i.e. 6 written above vi in the archetype), in 
103 (@upodGopov MB, @vpoBopov FN), in 1131 (radatvais 
dpeciv M, diroixrots taxaw" hpeciv FV, didroixroror dpeciv N) 
can hardly have arisen at a later date than that at which M 
was written, and not being in M itself, must have been in its 


a 
archetype. In the cases of v. 17 (évréuvwyv Mr, éxtéuv@y F) 
1 This of course was caused in the and afterwards inserted in the text in 


usual way. V.95 (or 101) was omitted the wrong place. 
in copying, then written in the margin, 


| 








————————— as 
" 


ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF AESCHYLUS. 55 


Fi] ® 

and vy. G4 (€peWopéevov M, épevropévou F, épevropevov N) it 
seems more reasonable to refer the variants to double readings 
in the common archetype of M and the other manuscripts due 
to annotation from some codex representing a distinct tradition, 
than to seek to explain them by the clumsy theory that they 
are changes (consciously or unconsciously made by later 
copyists) of the reading of M. The few following variations 
depend on the former for their explanation: 98 aivety Mr B, 
eiwetvy FN ; 275 cvyoon Mr B, ceyovts FN ; 283 hpovoivtos 
Mr B, dpovovens FN. 

It may be owing to a peculiar denseness on my part, but 
I utterly fail to see how the differences in reading between M 
and B FVN can be explained on the hypothesis of the latter 
being copies of the former.. Rather, seeing that the manu- 
scripts in question agree in certain errors, but diverge oc- 
casionally from each other in such a manner as to indicate a 
common original, the only course I perceive left open to me 
according to the rules laid down at the beginning is to regard 
them as descendants of the same archetype. They divide 
into three classes M, B, and FVN: the close relationship of 
FVN having been already seen, and the independent standing 
of B being proved by the fact that it sides now with M against 
FVN, now with the latter against M, and also by its possessing 
readings peculiar to itself such as those quoted above from 
vy. 101, 122, 143, 300, and 322. M I regard as a direct copy 
of the archetype, FVN are of course indirect descendants of 
it; the exact position of B is difficult to determine, though 
its reading in v. 143 would lead one to look upon it also as an 
indirect copy. 

In the Eumenides it would be sheer waste of time and 
space to give all the evidence. There are of course a great 
many variations which prove nothing either way, and which 
the reader can easily discover for himself if he chooses to 
undertake the thankless task, I confine myself to those which 
support my theory. Of these the following are due to uncial 
writing: 46 Aé€yos Mr, Adyos FVN; 172 Bpdrea Mr, Bpérea 
FVN; 230 dyew Mr, dyes FVN; 389 deyooratodr’ Mr, deyo- 





the false division in M tpctnea eocinatlp distinetly to the uncial source of 


ihe error); 479 edméuredov Mr, cimérdov FV (this being a 
case of lipography complicated with the uncial compendium 
for v); 645 drieys Mr, dvtiogs FVN; 654 do@uaww Mr, 
deOpaiver FVN; 705 odric Mr, odor’ FVN ; 882 camoduau 
Mu, #adodpae VN; 915 npéwray Mr, spbrroy EVN; 965 Sou@ 
Mr, Balu he, Seup EVN. Of double readings there is only 
one whieh clearly shows its origin: in v, 54 where Burges 
earvectly wrote Aides MC has: 6e0, FVN Siav; that is, the 


archetype had Aa; tlie Soribs of M ignored the 8 and evolved 
aya, ‘he's scribe of the other manuscript, from which FVN are 
copied, took the 6 for a correction of the A and acutely wrote 
Aiav. Owing to the fact that B does not contain the Eumenides, 
we have no other double reading like those in Agam, 101, 143, 
distinetly pointing to the archetype of the three families as its 
anivee; for the following ereeene (170 pvyov Mr, oop 


alkav BVN; 217 pdpoor Mr, péporpor FV, pdporpos N; 431 
TApOUTaW,..dyou Mr, TapovT@r...doyos FVN; 435 owéSovcat 


ev 
My, giana VN and a few others less important) might have 
aiaen iy some later copy of M and not in the archetype. One 
variation perhaps, 275 emma ppevi Mr, évowrd 7H ppevi FVN, 
iv al avehetypal origin, It is rather curious that FVN have 
iwice in bhis play preserved a small lacuna occurring in their 
wrighial: 244 povurijpes Mr, pnvury... FV, pnvurjow N ; 
1) Bidrapey Tupayveny) Mr, Sucdseropos ..... Sta aaa Vy, aad 
ou Wo with tiapginal note wéAdes, Sederopos were 
pe wvidienoe af the Kumenides thus etre toek with that 
1 womnon, And J find that, if I adhere to the rules 
il (awh at the beginning of this paper, I am com- 
miien A / We erdinaty Abeory. hare are many peas 
mo M "aut of (hese passages there is none, perhaps by 
HabULe bhene omnol be any one, that compels us to 
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assume such an hypothesis to explain it. Rather they stand as 
it were ev peravypiw, and our decision depends not at all on 
such passages as these, but entirely upon passages of a different 
character, if such are to be found. Since then in certain 
passages the codices M and B present differences from the 
group FVN and from each other, which differences can only be 
explained as arising from original uncial writing or from some 
original double reading, we can only regard them as different 
offshoots of one root, a conclusion further confirmed by the 
independent standing of B and of FVN in other passages 
where they differ from M as compared with the manner in 
which the remaining copies differ from that codex, 

As for these remaining manuscripts my silence may perhaps 
suffice to indicate my assent to the ordinary theory. It is 
certainly quite unnecessary for me to do again what has been 
so often done, even if it has been accomplished by a too frequent 
use of ‘ facile’ ‘non difficile’ and ‘dilucide apparet.’ One how- 
ever of these later manuscripts, the codex Robortelli, seems, if 
certain peculiarities in Robortello’s text are to be taken as 
representing its reading, though certainly copied from M, to 
have contained variants due to some different tradition. Thus 
the following errors are explicable only by uncial confusion ; 
Ag. 147 dATe@v, 231 tavToToApor, Eum, 46 apoéfev, 920 vépor, 
949 tice; while in Ag. 1111 if Dindorf’s caspia be correct, 
then the «ai dipia of R is to be explained only on the hypo- 
thesis of dittography and uncial confusion. Certain other of 
the more recent manuscripts offer now and then curious 
readings, witness the following of the codex Augustanus, Eum. 
763 6 xai, 773 ‘Apnyxavos twapéEouev, 910 evaorevodvtas (ev- 
Gevovvtas Mr, evorevodivta FVN), which I owe to a collation of 
that manuscript with Stanley’s text in the handwriting of 
Godfrey Hermann, But I find nothing to show that any one 
of these later manuscripts is to be elevated to a position equal 
to that of M, and acquiesce in the opinion that they are copies 
of that codex, with some admixture from the other two classes. 

In the Prometheus, Seven against Thebes, and Persae the 
evidence is, as I said before, scantily reported. Hermann, while 
giving numerous variants from the worthless later manuscripts, 
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Mas “ind Sih alta, acd OOUSA UGA ies cap Ta 
therefore we were to limit ourselves to these three plays, we 
should find very little reason for quarrelling with the accepted 
opinion; and it is no wonder that Martin Sorof (de ratione, 
quae inter eos codices recentiores, quibus Aeschyli fabulae 
Prometheus, Septem adv. Thebas, Persae continentur, et codicem 
Laurentianum intercedat. Berlin 1882) should, on this evi- 
dence alone, come to the conclusion ‘1. omnes codices re- 
centiores, quibus Prom. vit. Pers. continentur, ex uno codice A 
manasse, 2. codicem A ex cod. Laur. descriptum esse, 3. neque 
in codice A, qui quas singulis locis scripturas exhibuerit e 
consensu codicum recentiorum videri liceat, neque in his ipsis 
ulla antiquioris recensionis praeter eam, quae in cod. Laur. 
exstat, vestigia inesse, sed quaecumque in eis aliter atque in 
cod, Laur. exarata sint ad Byzantinos grammaticos referenda 
esse. But now that we have, by consideration of those plays 
where the evidence is more definite and more fully reported, 
arrived at conclusions different from these, the few readings of 
B and V recorded in the three plays may be interpreted in the 
light of those results, and the vast mass of later variants may 
be lett to Sorof and his fellows to deal with as they please. 
There are certain discrepancies between M and VB which 
point to the uncials of the archetype: Theb. 122 vodvy M, 
mokv V; 61 wAevpovary M, mvevpovwy BV and the later 
manuscripts except five which have mvevyatav; 402 ouaiuev 
M, o dainov BVr, this latter reading being written above the 
line in M by a hand of the fourteenth century, which must have 
got it from some one of the later manuscripts; Pers. 45 dco7roe 
M, diomrot BVR; 540 aradais M, aradais V. In Pers, 583 
épavtat Satmovia, which all other manuscripts give for the 
épadatpova of M, cannot possibly have arisen from the latter ; 
on the contrary the word épayra: might easily have been 
mutilated in such a concursus of similar letters as ép&taidal- 
povia. Pers. 909 dapacbévres of V for duabévres of M may be 
‘correction, may equally well be owing to dittography and 
11 cial co confusion. But perhaps the most striking imstance in 
se plays is that of the verse Theb. 177 b. omitted by M but 
by all the other manuscripts. Of this Weil says (pref. to 
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Teubner’s edition pp. V, VI): ‘primum quidem facile versus 
omitti poterat a libri Medicei scriptore inter versum 194 (177 
Wecklein), quo finitur in illo codice folium 66", et versum 196, 
a quo incipit folium 67%, At eum quem reliqui libri praebent 
versum absurdum esse ait Dindorf. Vereor ne cupidius vir 
summus quam verius iudicaverit. Posse illum versum abesse 
non infitior, sed tamen nihil habet reprehensione dignum, immo 
increpationem mulerum apte claudit et absolvit. Cf. Suppl. 
407—417 (412—422), Verum absurdus esse eo nomine dicitur 
quod orationis hiatum non explet. Audio, sed hance ipsam ob 
causam eum genuinum esse statuo, Quid enim moveret com- 
menticium illum grammaticum ut versum de suo adderet nisi 
quod intellegeret nonnulla deesse ad sententiarum nexum ? 
Tum autem interpolaturus erat quae qualicunque modo lacu- 
nam illam expleret, non quae salva sententia omitti poterant. 
Itaque si das orationem hiare recepto versu illo etiam alterum 
desiderari statuendum erit. Atillud ipsum non concedo. Quid 
iubeat Eteocles, quid vetet, quum satis declarent verba évéov & 
ovca py BAaBnv tiMer, ad rem nihil desideratur; in forma 
orationis offendi potest, nam particulae copulativae, qua an- 
nectuntur verba «et pu) Tis apxns THS Euns axovoeTat, Vix 
locum esse dixeris ubi ab increpatione ad minas transitus fit. 
Attamen nescio an latius pateat coniunctionis «ai usus apud 
Aeschylum antiquae simplicitatis sectatorem, Cf. Agam., v. 
1239 (1238), Suppl. 443 (452), 957 (968), 983 (994). Thus 
far Weil, to whose statement of the case I have nothing to add. 
He well compares the similar instance of Sophocles, Tyrannus 
800. Even Wecklein in 1872 (Studien zu Aeschylus p. 61), 
though regarding the verse as an interpolation, did not attribute 
it to a later period than that of M, but confessed ‘miissen wir 
annehmen, dass auch jener V. (i.e, 177") am Rande (i.e. of the 
archetype) gestanden und desshalb von dem sonst so sorgfiltigen 
Schreiber des Med. iibersehen worden sei.’ But he has since 
changed his opinion’. There are certain other curiosities in 


1 | take the opportunity to remark ein, on the same page, expresses the 
in passing that the illusiveness of the opinion that only in the Prom, Pers, 
evidence recorded in these three plays and Septem have we manuscript au- 
is well shown by the fact that Weck- thority independent of M, though 
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shade these ingens which wy desing wits Thus in 
Theb. 83 V and certain later r preserve the true 
reading oti which M has lost, and which can hardly be at- 


tributed to the happy conjecture of some Byzantine scribe: in 


c e 
whence the wedsomAoxtimos ti of M: again in 91 Geaway of V 
of M. It would be imteresting to know whether the puzzling 
variant ¢vA@ in 171, puzzling if regarded as a later conjecture 
for yéves, quoted by Hermann only from some later copies, is to 
be found in FVN or B. That B and several later manuscripts 
in v. 381 offer oppaivaw péves for the oppaiver péver of M is the 
ground for Frey’s opinion (de Aeschyli Scholiis Mediceis 1857, 
p. 8) that the reading is a false one owing to a variant in the 
ssrecedinig lain’ saatestljeaiene® lees Again in v. 906 rapa & of 
V for wapeorw & of M can, I think, be with more justice 
attributed to some older tradition than to the hand of some 
Byzantine bungler. The followmg readings from the Persae, if 
not decisive, are at least enough to give us pause before we 
subseribe to the current opmion: 140 aiypwaevra M, evvaraervta 
V; 220 eden M, Nafiet B; 226 xareyes for xerey’ V; 260 
AuTnpa Aurnpa added in B; 339 cupBorais V for éuBorais ; 
AS] triadic V lor Sovminc: Aik dices Mh, dlc ¥ teatkens 
owing to the uncial yc, cL Agam. 6); 534 yévnras V for 
mpocOnrat ; 539 oruyep@ B for évopepe; 689 poiafovres M, 
opOpifoures V ; 715 ypovw M, Ady» B; also the following 
curious omissions which are perhaps owing to later mutilation 
of the archetype: 68 yeirova ywpav omitted by V; 102 duyeiv 
by V; 160 «al by V and B; 232 ys by B; 449 3 by B; 641 
dsaBoace by V ; 643 wos by V; 648 8 by V; 926 daires by B; 
931 yaias by B, 
The character of Robortello’s manuscript is shown by the 
ee ale gaaliegge siya sn aa 
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61 it agrees with V and B in another uncial variant mvevpovwy 
for wheupdvev; 75 with six of the later manuscripts it gives 
tevyrnot Sovrejor for Cvyotot SovAcioror of M; in 84 for Te 
ypiwrreras it offers 7 éyypiumrerar; in 91 it agrees with the 
reading of V, @eauvav; it contains the verse 177" thus rovadr’ 
av yuvacél cvvvai@y éyos; in 232 it gives another uncial error 
adtav for dyav; in 380 it has catacOpaiver wévey thus adding 
additional confirmation to Frey’s theory ; 402 it reads 0 daipwv. 
In the Persae it agrees with B and V in the reading 8éo7rox in 
v. 45; 68 it gives y@ova for yopav and the converse in v. 75, 
followed in both cases by G; 101 for daép @varor it offers 
UrrepOer ; 160 it agrees with V and B in the omission of «at; 
260 with B in the double addition of Xvmrnpad; in 449 where B 
omits the 5é, R places it before uép@; in 641 it agrees with V 
in the omission of 6:a8o0aem and in the omission of poz in 643, 
as in that of 6’ in 648. In common with B it has a few curious 
transpositions, viz. 255 rd 8 wepa@y, 500 etpupovos ayvod, 768 
qvuoev Epyov. On the contrary it agrees with M against all 
the other copies in the reading ror@ for mayo in Prom. 20, and 
in verse 1039 it stands alone in the reading réyyn yap ovdev 
ovde par@daoon Kéap Xitais. Its ‘mixed’ character is thus 
clearly seen, and it becomes matter for wonder that Dindorf 
and others should persist in the belief that the manuscript used 
by Robortello was no other than M itself. The mixed character 
of the other copies is shown by their agreement now with M 
against the other two classes, now with these latter against M. 
Cf. Theb. 50, 61, 75, 83, 91, 171, 177°, 381, 402, Pers. 68, 75, 
583. 

Thus far are we led by a consideration of the differences in 
reading between the various manuscripts. I have been anxious 
to state the case fairly and to allow the supporters of the theory 
of Burges as much as could in reason be allowed them, And 
after this examination I cannot but think that that theory is 
untrue, and that the one which I have put forward accounts at 
any rate better for the facts. I must also say that the method 
by which the critics uphold the idea that the Mediceus is the 
source of all other existing manuscripts seems to me to be 
a most illusive and at the same time a most unsafe one to 
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My starting point is verse 123 of the Choephori, found in 
the manuscripts after 164 and transferred by Hermann to 
its present place. Of the correctness of this transposition 
there cannot, at least in my opinion, be any doubt; it remains 
only to explain how the error took place. Verse 124 has lost. 
its first three syllables, an accident which was likely to happen 
at the top or at the bottom of a left-hand page. Assuming 
that it was at the former we find that 123 should have been 
written at the bottom of the preceding right-hand page. Now 
if the leaf forming these two pages was somewhat shorter than 
the others, and if the scribe, as was natural while it lay on the 
leaf below, did not notice this fact but calmly continued writing 
to the end of his page, verse 1283 would then, instead of being 
written at the foot of the recto of the short leaf, have been 
written in the corresponding position on the next leaf; and, 
since it is in the Mediceus the forty-second verse from its 
correct position, the pages must have contained each of them 
twenty-one verses, the scribe having squeezed that normal 
number into the verso of the short leaf and having written 
twenty, besides v. 123, on the following page. 

Let us now make another assumption, that the manuscript 
in which all this happened was the archetype, and then, with 
these data, that each page contained twenty-one verses and 
that v. 128 of the Choephori was the last of a right-hand 
page, let us restore the paging of that manuscript as far as we 
find it possible to do so. Working backwards from our 
starting point we find that verse 20 of the Choephori was 
the first of a right-hand page, for verse 128 was the last of 
such a page and 123 divided by 21 gives us 5 with a remainder 
of 18. We must now leave the opening of the Choephori 
and seek for some fixed point in the Agamemnon. This I 
find in the lacuna (noted by Hermann) of four anapaestic 
dimeters after verse 1458. J may say in passing that it 1s 
not for the convenience with which it fits into my scheme of 
pages of the archetype that I believe we must here mark a 
lacuna, but for the fact that the antistrophic responsion be- 
comes thus simpler; and I may also remark that the repetition 
of the ephymnia throughout this xcoupos involves assumptions 
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at least as questionable as that of a loss of four verses in this 
place. This lacuna then marks for us the foot of a right- 
hand page, the opening verse of which was 1444. But now 
another question arises. The Mediceus has preserved for us 
only 415 lines (i.e. of the archetype, for the number of verses 
is considerably more), how are we then to proceed with our 
calculation? My suggestion is, that the Florentinus has 
preserved the lost number of lines, its «wNouerpia here coincid- 
ing with the etryouertpia of the archetype. That this is more 
than probable I am prepared to show. Between verses 322 
and 1051 the Mediceus has lost a whole quire of sixteen pages. 
Of the following quire four pages have been preserved, con- 
taining each of them 47 lines. Now supposing that each 
page of the lost quire contained 47 verses then the number 
of lines lost would be 752. But the number of lines in a page 
of the Mediceus is not a fixed quantity. Thus of the quire 
preceding the missing one the first, second, third, fourth, 
seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, thirteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth 
pages contain each of them forty-three verses, the fifth forty- 
two, the sixth, eleventh and fourteenth forty-four, and the 
twelfth forty-five. And in the missing quire it is not unlikely 
that the numbers so varied as to make up the sum of 756 lines, 
which is the number of «@Aa preserved by the Florentinus 
between verses 322 and 1051. Our assumption then, that the 
Mediceus and Florentinus have between them preserved the 
otvyouetpia of the archetype, receives here some slight 
justification. 

Verse 1458 was the seventeenth of a right-hand page, 
From 1158, where the Mediceus for the second time deserts us 
it is the three-hundredth verse in the Florentinus. Verses 1051 
to 1158 are in the Mediceus 94 verses: then follow the 756 
verses preserved by the Florentinus up to v. 323, from which 
in the Mediceus v. 6 is the three-hundred-and-sixteenth. 
Adding together 316, 756, 94, 300, and 4 (this being the 
number of verses lost after 1458) we obtain 1470, which being 
divided by 21 gives us 70, that is from verse 6 to verse 1458 of 
the Agamemnon are 70 pages. 1458 was ona right-hand page, 
consequently 6 was the first of a left-hand page. On the 
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preceding page were the first five lines of the Agamemnon, 
preceded by the three lines 


"“ATAMEMNON 
BEPATIONN ATAMEMNONOC 6 TIPOAOTIZOMENOC, OYY! 6 YTId AiricBoy Taydelc, 
cpyAaz 
so given in the Mediceus. Above this heading came a 
blank line, then the subscription aicyyAoy mépcat (so M) and 
the last eleven verses of the Persae. That play contains 
1075 lines, the subtraction of 11 leaves us 1064. This 
number divided by 21 gives us 50 with a remainder of 
14, that is, the Persae began on the fifty-first page from 
that on which the Agamemnon opened. Now the Agamemnon 
began on the seventy-first page from that which ended with 
1458 and the four verses thereafter lost; consequently verse 
1458 of the Agamemnon came on the hundred-and-twenty- 
second page from that on which the Persae opened. But as 
the former was a right-hand page the latter must have been a 
left-hand one, that is, the Persae began on the second page of 
the archetype, the first according to custom having been left 
vacant. The seven lines preceding the first verse of the Persae 
were occupied by the argument; from page 3 onwards the 
head-lines ran as follows: Pers, 15, 36, 57, 78, 99, 120, 143, 164, 
185, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 311, 332, 353, 374, 395, 416, 437, 
458, 479, 500, 521, 542, 563, 585, 606, 627, 648, 669, 690, 711, 
732, 753, 774, 795, 816, 837, 858, 879, 900, 921, 942, 963, 981 
(this verse is lost, evidently owing to its position in the 
archetype), 1005, 1025, 1046, 1067, Agam. 6, 27, 48, 69, 90, 
111, 133, 154, 175, 196, 217, 238, 259, 280, 301, 322, 343, 364, 
384, 404, 421, 440, 462, 483, 502, 523, 544, 565, 586, 607, 628, 
649, 670, 691, 710. 730, 749, 765, 783, 804, 825, 846, 867, 888, 
909, 930, 951, 971, 991, 1009, 1029, 1050, 1071, 1092, 1117, 
1147, 1169, 1190, 1211, 1232, 1253, 1274, 1295, 1316, 1337, 
1358, 1379, 1400, 1422, 1444, This brings us to p. 123, ending 
with v. 1458, after which the Florentinus has preserved 217 
verses, that is eleven pages minus fourteen verses. This brings 
the Agamemnon down to line 7 of page 134. Now will the 
long-suffering reader allow me to make another little assump- 
Journal of Philology. Vou. XXII. i) 





















tion? This one is 1 | 
therefore I may clans be anaes maak feo 
marked a lacuna of two verses after 1553. Now tis ot m 
psp ppriaghr ana tad ree Rey cic jee Hig 2 
and the Mediceus, and omitted through careless int 
manuscript from which FVN were copied, shan dott 
their loss at all. If then we add these two vernon, 1684. peiee 
at the foot of the right-hand page 133, which will 
account for its mutilation, and the headlines of the eleven 
pages run thus: 1459, 1480, 1500, 1521, 1542, 1559, 1581, 
1602, 1623, 1644, 1665. | 
We saw that v. 19 of the Choephori was the last of a left- 
hand page. This must have been p. 136, for on p. 134 were at 
least seven verses of the Agamemnon. But, since 42 verses are 
required to fill pages 135 and 136, and since for that purpose 
we have but 19 verses of the Choephori, we must conclude that 
considerably more than nine verses have been lost from the 
prologue of that play, as Paley saw, comparing those of the 
Agamemnon and Eumenides. This conjecture is supported by 
another consideration. Between Agam. 1158 and Cho, 10 the 
Mediceus has lost twelve pages and the Florentinus has pre- 
served 517 verses. These 517 verses are exactly eleven pages 
of 47 verses each, leaving the twelfth page to be accounted for. 
This probably contained the missing portion of the prologue 
and perhaps also an argument, which in the archetype may 
have filled up the rest of p. 134. From p. 136 the pages run 
as follows : p. 187, vv. 20—40; p. 138, vv. 41—61; p. 189, 
vv. 62—81; p. 140, vv. 82—102:; p. 141, vv. 103—122. Thus 
verse 123 should have been at the foot of p. 141, but was in 
reality written at the foot of p. 143. From this latter place to 
the end there are 915 lines, that is, 44 pages minus nine verses. 
The Choephori ended then with the twelfth line of p. 187, the 
headlines from p. 141 onward running thus: 124 (mutilated 
owing to its position), 145, 165, 186, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 
‘tag 382, 353, aay 394, 415, 436, 457, 479, 499, 520, 541, 562, 








Th ne Saematader of p. 187 was taken up by the dbncciettal 
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of the Choephori and the argument of the Prometheus, This 
play, containing 1087 lines or 52 pages minus 5 verses, began 
with the first line of p. 188 and ended with the sixteenth of 
p. 239, the headlines running thus: 1, 22, 43, 64, 85, 106, 127, 
148, 169, 190, 209, 230, 251, 272, 293, 314, 335, 356, 377, 398, 
419, 440, 461, 482, 503, 524, 547, 582, 606, 631, 653, 674, 695, 
717, 738, 759, 780, 801, 822, 843, 864, 885, 906, 934, 956, 977, 
998, 1019, 1040, 1061, 1085, 1112. This play offers no indica- 
tions in the way of lacunae or mutilated verses, but the 
Eumenides, which follows, suffered mutilation in the archetype 
in a way which has most.important bearings on my theory of 
the manuscript relations. The argument of this play followed 
the Prometheus on p. 239, the first line of p. 240 was the title 
+ aicyyAoy *eyMenidec + 
as it is written in the Mediceus. To verse 584, dares émiota 
Tnvde KUp@oor Sixnv, there are, including the title, 504 lines ; 
the double wuypos and wypos of vv. 117, 120, 123 and 126 not 
being written in separate lines but prefixed to the following 
distich, while the puypos SerAods o&Us of v. 129 formed one 
line with the following AaBe AaBe AaBEe AaBE, Ppafov. But 
504 lines are exactly 24 pages of 21 lines each, consequently 
v. 584 is the last of p. 263. The following 63 verses 585—647, 
that is, three pages of the archetype, are missing in the three 
manuscripts FVN. This points to loss of those three pages at 
a period posterior to the writing of the Mediceus, anterior to 
that of the manuscript from which FVN were copied. But 
how was it that only three pages of writing were lost? The 
only explanation is that the fourth was blank. When the 
scribe came to the foot of p. 263 he turned over two leaves at 
once, and thus it came to pass that vv. 585—605 were written 
on p. 266, vv. 606—626 on p. 267, vv. 627—647 on p. 268, 
while pp. 264 and 265 were left vacant. How the leaves were 
lost, though unessential, is perhaps ‘not beyond all conjecture.’ 
It may be that some later scribe, perceiving the error of the 
former one, cut out the hundred-and-thirty-third leaf, with the 
intention of writing on p. 264 the verses which had wrongly 
been written on p. 266, and through accident (these scribes, as 
j5—2 
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FVN are derived, the verses were not to be found. Happily 
for us the Mediceus had long been written. 

The Eumenides contained altogether 914 lines, of which the 
first 504 were written, as we saw, on pages 240—263: the 
remaining 410 require 20 pages less 10 verses, and as the first 
of these pages was p. 266, the play finished with the eleventh 
verse of p. 265. The headlines ran thus throughout the whole 
play: title, 21, 42, 63, 84, 105, 131, 152, 182, 203, 224, 245, 268, 
289, 311, 338, 372, 408, 424, 445, 466, 487, 522, 562, 585, 606, 
627, 648, 668 (667b having been lost at the foot of the pre- 
ceding page), 689, 710, 731, 752, 773, 800, 827, 851, 872, 895, 
916, 947, 977, 1009, 1034, Page 286 began with the heading 


Ynddecic TON émtdA em OHBac, 


which waa followed by the short argument in four lines and 
the list of dramatis personae in three lines as given by the 
Medicean, With these eight lines added the play contains 930 
lines, that is 45 pages less 15 lines, so that the play ran to the 
wixth verse of p. 330. To v. 204 there are 189 lines so that the 
said verse came at the foot of p. 294, where I believe that it 
suffered mutilation. I would, in order to supply éxXeiaew with 
an object, write ddd’ ody Oeods daytoyc dAovons TodEOS 
éxrelrrew débyos. The cause of the ordinary reading is clear: 
the first three letters were torn away, then some corrector, 
taking roye for the article and perhaps with a reminiscence of 
Agam. 351, wrote ris overhead. The headlines in this play 
run as follows; title, 14, 35, 56, 77, 98, 121, 154, 179, 205, 226, 
247, 268, 303, 384, 360, 381, 402, 423, 444, 465, 486, 507, 528, 
549, 570, 591, 612, 633, 654, 675, 696, 717, 741, 777, 798, 825, 
853 (874 b has been lost at the foot of this page), 875, 906, 941, 
987, 1012, 1033, 1061, Whether the argument of the Supplices 
was written on the remaining part of p. 330 or not, I do not 
OW: Pp. 331 began with the title thus given in the Mediceus: 

hec 4-ic. yy Aoy’ which, with the 892 lines of the play, 
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makes 893 lines, or 44 pages minus ten verses; hence the 
Supplices ended with verse 11 of page 373, the headlines 
running thus: title, 29, 59, 98, 1385, 173, 198, 219, 240, 261, 
282, 303, 324, 345, 369, 390, 411, 440, 464, 485, 506, 527, 548, 
571, 592, 613, 634, 666, 708, 734, 755, 777, 802, 842, 882, 912, 
934, 955, 976, 1001, 1022, 1049, 1074. One verse in this play 
has suffered mutilation owing to its position, that is v. 368 
standing at the foot of p. 244, The unusually extensive cor- 
ruption extending through the scene between the maidens and 
the herald is perhaps owing to the fact that pages 364 and 
365, on which the greater part of that scene stood, adhered to 
one another on account of moisture or some similar cause. 
Page 374, the last of the manuscript, was, like the first, vacant. 
The reader is now probably weary of much calculation, and 
soamJ. Ido not venture to consider the above reckoning as 
in every particular correct—indeed I am only too conscious of 
its many unsure points—still I do think that in the main 
it is right, and that it has helped to make the principal point, 
namely that FVN are derived from a copy of the archetype 
later than M, fixed and certain. To my knowledge only one 
preceding critic has ventured on the task of demonstrating the 
number of pages in the archetype, Rudolf Merkel in his 
‘Aeschyli cod. Laurentiani Oxoniae typis expressi praefationis 
lineamenta’ Dec. 1870, but his results are uncertain and 
reached by dubious methods. In his copy of the Oxford 
reprint—a book which, by the way, was of great help to me in 
my calculation—now in my possession, exist still the notes of 
his reckoning, which however, as I have no desire to ruin my 
eyesight by endeavouring to read cramped German hand- 
writing, I have not given myself the trouble to decipher. 


It may not be amiss at the end of this inquiry to sum up 
the results shortly. They are as follows: At some time during 
the tenth century there was brought to Byzantium a manuscript, 
written in uncial letters, and containing the seven tragedies 
of Aeschylus in the following order: Persae, Agamemnon, 
Choephori, Prometheus, Eumenides, Septem adversus Thebas, 
Supplices. The manuscript consisted of 374 pages, of which 
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the first and last according to custom, the 264th and 265th owing 
to accident, were left blank, the remaining pages containing 
each twenty-one verses. Of this manuscript two copies were 
made, of neither of which the priority can be determined: one 
of these now exists in the Laurentian library at Florence, 
desk xxx, MS 9, of the other a copy survives in the library of 
S. Mark at Venice, desk xc1, MS 4, At a later time leaves 
133 and 134 of the archetype were lost, with the result that in 
a copy made after that loss, verses 585—647 of the Eumenides 
were missing. This copy no longer survives, but three manu- 
scripts derived from it are still in existence, one in the 
Laurentian library, desk xxx, MS 8, another in the library of 
S. Mark, xct. 5, the third in the Farnese library at Naples, L. E. 
5, in all of which the said verses are wanting. Of these the 
last manuscript has been throughout most audaciously corrected 
and interpolated. The later manuscripts are copied either 
from any one of these three sources (mostly from the Mediceus) 
or from them all together, as in the case of the later copies of 
the Persae, Prometheus, and Seven against Thebes. The 
manuscript used by Robortello for his edition of 1552, now lost, 
was a copy of the Mediceus but contained annotations from 
some source which I am unable to determine. 

The story of the bringing of the Mediceus to Italy is well ' 
known. With regard to the codex Bessarionis, I would hazard 
the guess that it was brought over from Greece by that same 
Aurispa to whom Niccold Niccoli owed the Mediceus; for 
Dindorf says (note to p, v of Teubner’s edition): ‘De Ioanne 
Aurispa Siculo comparanda Ambrosii ad eum epistola, in qua 
Ambrosius libros sacros ea Byzantino in Siciliam ab Aurispa 
transmissos memorat. Maioris momenti Aurispae ipsius ad 
Ambrosium epistola est, in qua scriptorum profanorum volumina 
ex Graecia allata Venetiis se habere scribit ducenta et duo de 
quadraginta...Quorum librorum pars aliqua inter eos esse 
videtur gui nunc in Bibliotheca Marciana servantur, inscripto 
“ «tha Bnooapiwvos.”’ 

Tantum est. Whether the theory here set forth be true 
or not, andif it is true, whether it be of much use or not for the 
restoration of the text of Aeschylus, I now give others the 
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opportunity to decide. In any case the codex Mediceus remains 
our first authority, and the number of passages in which the 
other families of MSS are of use in determining the reading is 
by no means nearly so great as those in which we could depend 
upon the former alone. Still a few such passages have been 
pointed out above, others are easily to be found, and I am 
conscious of a belief, and perhaps also of a wrong-headed kind 
of hope, that a better collation of the other families will bring 
many more such to light. I must also point out certain 
passages wherein the reading of the second hand in M agrees 
with that of the first hand in the other manuscripts, and where 
the practical result of this theory would be to keep us from 
following the first hand of M as if it were, if not the whole 
truth, at least as much of it as we could get. I will give one 
instance. In Theb. 302 M has by the first hand cata pipomdov 
dray éuBarovtes, by the second xal rdv x«rX., in agreement 
with all other manuscripts, including B and V. Dr Verrall 
follows the first hand, saying ‘The preposition is adverbial and 
constructed with éuBaddvres, quasi xateuBarortes. I do not 
venture to say that this is incorrect, but I would point out that 
the consensus of all the manuscripts would seem to indicate 
«kal tay as the archetypal reading, and that KATA is a very 
easy error for KAITA. 

But the matter is now off my hands, and it is probable that 
I shall not again return to it. It is now for others to decide 
concerning the truth and value of my theory; it cost me no 
small amount of time and labour, balanced by the interest we 
all find im solving a difficult problem and—why should I not 
confess it?—the vain pleasure arising from the (perhaps 
deceptive) consciousness of having been the first to find the 
truth where many had sought it. 


CHR. BRENNAN. 


PROPERT. IV. 3. 35—38. 


Et disco qua parte fluat uincendus Araxes 
Quot sine aqua Parthus milia currat ecus. 

Cogor et e tabula pictos ediscere mundos 
Qualis et +haec docti sit positura dei. 


Hoeufft conj. Dahae for dei, Rightly, I think, as regards 
the people meant, the Scythian Dahae, Vergil’s Jndomuitique 
Dahae (Aen. vit. 728). Mela 1. 1.13 Dahae super Scythas 
Scytharumque deserta. ib. 111. 5 § 42 (Oxos) iwata Dahas primum 
inflectitur cursuque ad septentrionem conuerso inter Amardos et 
Paesicas os aperit. This people is identified by a writer in the 
Dict, Geog. with the Daz of Herodotus 1. 125, and this form of 
the gen. singular I suppose to have been written by the poet. 

Then haec docti will be educti, the elevated Daan: a good 
word to describe the northern heights of Scythia, and perfectly 
illustrated by Vergil’s (G. 1, 240, 1) 


Mundus ut ad Seythiam Rhipaeasque arduus arces 
Consurgit, premitur Libyae devexus ad Austros. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


_ 





ENNIUS ANN. 307—310. 


Scitus, secunda loquens in tempore, commodus, uerbum 
Paucum, multa tenens antiqua sepulta uetustas 

+Quae facit et mores ueteresque nouosque tenentem 
Multorum ueterum leges diuumque hominumque. 


Among the conjectures proposed to remove the difficulty of 
this passage, I do not find any suggestion that tenentem may be 
an error for tenentum. If this was so, Quae might be retained 
as accus. plural, depending on /feceit, which I elicit from the 
facit et of the MSS. of Gellius. The construction would be 
tenens mulia antiqua sepulta quae fecert uetustas tenentum mores 
ueteresque nowosque, ‘a store-house of much that was old and 
forgotten, of things done by an older generation of men who 
observed the customs of the past equally with those of newer 
times. Multorum ueterwm leges seems to be a further expan- 
sion of mores ueteresque nouosque, not only customs, but laws 
which went back to immemorial antiquity and in some cases 
were alleged to be instituted by the Gods themselves. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 
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NONIUS (continued). 


P. 267 32 (colligere) “Conjfligere N. So Mercier in a 
manuscript note in his first edition; 7. conjligere, and in the 

274 19 (convertere) “Convenire N.” He adds “‘(con- 
venire) et”, vc. Scaligert.” (See Miiller’s apparatus.) 

278 18 “Demere, demam, demere, demitur N.” ‘Demam' 
recte libri Plauti says Miller. 

279 4 (persuade)“ Pervade N.” So Miller. 

“(Haud) transeas” N. 

280 2 (Caecilius) “Caelius, Sc.” So Mercier in his second 

280 36 (in id)“ Init. N.” So MS ap. Barth., Quicherat. 

282 2 (domina) “ Dominia 8.” 

284 16 (rationem paret) “ Ratio rem valet N.” 

286 25, 29 (existimatio nomen) “WN. existimationem 
meam.”” 

(referat) “ Referant N.” 

300 13 (cedere) “Cadere N”: so Mercier in manuscript 
note to ed. 1, and in the printed text of ed. 2. Quicherat and 
Miiller follow. 3 

300 32 (quin totam purges, debelles me atque deuras) 
“Quin te tu purges, detergas, meque deuras N.” 

301 9 (nervos omnes eligat) “ Nervos eliget omnes NV.” 

302 7 (item) “Ignis N.” So Brisson ap. Quich. 

307 14 (ut queam) “ Ut non queam 8S.” At si, a late 
emendation of his, is not in these notes. 

321 31 (audi) “ Audio S.” 

322 7 (ibis) “ Civis 8S.” Civis also Delbene, in a MS note 
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quoted by Quicherat: Mercier in a manuscript note to his first 
edition, and in the notes, but not the text, of his second. 

325 6 (cwm isti ilico, id est in ewm locum) “Cum isti (id 
est wisti) ilico, lico, id est in eo loco. Naevius. N.” (‘Ilico, 
in eo loco, ita scripsi, quum libri haberent ‘in eo loco, Mercier 
in ed, 2.) 

325 32 (Sallustius Iugurtha) “Sic lego, Sallust. Iu- 
gurtha, wbi.” 

332 43 (sermonem satus) “Sermonem eius, Sc.” (“Lego 
‘sermones eius.” Mercier in margin of first edition: in Plauto 
melius ‘ sermonem evus’ in the note in his second.) 

333 1 (hoc et) “ Hine et, Sc.” (‘ Hine’ conj. vir doctus in 
margine Iuni: quod ipse scripseram, Quicherat.) 

335 33 (Sallust. Catil. hb. I.) “DL. Cicero in Cat. primo, 
N.” (So Mercier in a manuscript note to his first edition, and 
the text of his second.) 

336 28 “SS lacte.” So in his Conjectanea p. 158: Mercier 
in the margin of his first edition writes ic. lacte, and scribe 
‘lacte* in the notes to his second, 

339 24 (et)“TeS.” (So afterwards Passerat.) 

340 25 (virtutis haec tuae artis). “S; haec virtutis tuae 
atque artis.” (So Corpet and Miiller.) 

342 17 (maneas ad his etc.) “An ‘abeas ab his, An te 
exilio mactent Pelopis ex terminis:’ S.S.S.” 

342 33 “ Tacite, 8S.” So Conjectanea p. 87. 

344.13 (nescio quid non est hoc merwm) “ N. ‘merwm’ 
hic forte pro‘mirum’ positum, et sic emaculandus locus: ‘Nescio. 
A, Quid? B. Non est hoc merum quod hic plorat.” 

344 33,36 (dum miles hibernas etc.) “S.S.S. Dum miles 
Ibera In terra aera meret tres ex aetate quasi annos.” (annos 
hie errat) “S.S.S.8. Annos hic terra iam plures miles Ibera 
Nobiscwm meret.” Both emendations appear in Mercier’s second 
edition ; the last also in Palmier’s Spicilegiwm p. 167 (a. 1580). 

347 31 (sequatur) “ Sectetur 8S.” 

352 29 (cassam) “ Caussam N.” 

353 35 “N,N. Coaluerunt hic duo fragmenta Sallustii, 
perperamque meo quidem iudicio, sic disjungenda. ‘Ht tam 
ante Iugurthae filia Boccho nwpserat: verum ea necessitudo,’ 
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Idem Catilina, ‘ Praeterea necessitudo, quae etiam timidos fortes 
facit., Idem Iugurthae bello.” (So Mercier in his second 
edition ; Quicherat says from Nicolas Faber.) 

355 18 (fere) “Ff. ferro, N.” 

355 29 “ F. ‘supersedeas agere, ut ne mmane’ N. Tu, Dne 
Scriveri, judica.” This must be Alexander Schryver, not Peter, 
who was born in 1575. 

357 2 (pueri) “S. puelli.” 

357 9 (altais) “ Achaeis 8.” 

358 5 (haec,.....domive). “Et. te 8S.’ This is quoted by 
Quicherat as seriptum in margine Iunit: is it then possible that 
the Meermann volume got into the hands of some Parisian 
scholar? The emendation is also written on the margin of 
Mercier’s first edition: in his second Mercier has ac,..domi te. 

358 9 (non amatorem olim defensorem per eum volet) 
“ Leg. ‘nunc’: ‘rerwm’ vel ‘Chaeream.” (Nune Mercier in his 
second edition.) 

361 25 “Unam, 8S”: and so again in the Catalecta. 

364 7 (sed ut ipsi seu animum etc.) “Sed ut ipsi saeva 
ninaum periclhitantur, videant quid se putent esse facturos N.” 

365 17 (regere) “ F. tegere: N.” (and so Lipsius). 

369 41 (putem) “ Forte ‘putent.” 

370 16 (Synaristosis. Heri etc.) “ Hetaerista. Scis heri, 
Se.” 

373 2 (haec faciant) “ Fort. ‘ ecfacvant.’” 

378 19 (nunc sancta) “ Samnita 8.” 

378 23 (premens) “ Permensa 8S.” (and so Columna, a. 
1590.) 

381 17 (melior remis) “Ergo Nonius legit in Virgilio 
‘melior remus. ‘ Remiges’ Plautus vocat navales pedes.” 

382 13 (hwmorem) “‘ Humore, Delrio, Sc.” 

386 30 (laeta wri) “‘ Laetavisti' omnino legendum est, 

: adducitur supra” (p. 132) “in ‘Zaetare’” So 
afterwards Passerat (ap. Quich.) and Mercier in his second 
edition. 

391 41 (quanti) “Quanti NV.” Attributed to Gulielmus ; 
but I cannot find it either in his Verisimilia or his Plautinae 


Quaestiones. 
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392 22 (possunt) “Possum N.” So Mercier in the MS 
notes to his first edition, from V (i.e. vetus codea), and in his 
second edition. 

392 26 (viswm est mant mihi) “ N. virum aestimavi mihi.” 

393 31 (huc) “ Huic N.” 

394 3 (ewm vires) “Cum viris N. Cum wiro C” (ie. 
Cujas’ MS). Quicherat quotes ewm wiris from Cujas. 

397 41 (hoc) “huc N.” So Turnebus, and Guyet ap. Quich. 

398 24 (vatis) “F’. votis.” So Bongars, notes to Justin 24 
5 (p. 60), and Mercier in his second edition. 

398 33 (Aabere, ulcisct) “habere atque ulcisct, Sc.” 

422 15 (legatum) “F. levatum N.” So Passerat ap. Quich., 
Mercier in the MS notes to his first edition and the text of his 
second. 

423 5 (im se veritatem) “ F. incivilitatem N.” 

426 3 (exoratus) “F. exortus N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

427 5 (citer) “ Teter, Sc.,” and so Passerat ap. Quicherat. 
But afterwards Scaliger conj. icterus. 

430 2 (unde sacrificantibus) “ F’. unde a sacrificantibus N.” 

434 9 (profesto concelebras) “ Profesto et festo concelebras, 
Se.” 

434.13 (tuéwm) “ Tum ut, Se.” 

438 7 (annuere) Scaliger would expunge the word. 

445 7 (heu mihi) “ Hei mi N.” Ei Mercier in MS note in 
his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

445 9 (Hurysacem) “Eurysace 8.” So Passerat ap. Quich. 

447 23 “Sc. ‘sicco robore, vel ‘probrose.”  Sicco robore is 
known. 

449 19 (animata in Junius) “Inanimata N, ut ex ex- 
emplis patet”: so Ald. before him. 

450 24 “Sc. Mallem ‘cincinnis, qua ratione etiam disit 
‘calamistratam orationem.”  Cincinnos, cincinnis Quicherat, 
from Cie. De Or. 3 § 100. 

451 16 (regi) “ Lego, ‘legi’ N.” 

452 6 (superficias) “ Supercilia, Se.” 

453 19 (habent) “‘ Habebant’ ex Sallustio legendum.” So 
ed. 1470, and afterwards Quicherat. 
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455 13 (tantum uti Junius) “ Tanti viri N” 

455 20 (barba) “ Barbato N”: and so Passerat. 

456 1 (excorde)“ Exporge 8.” Malo ‘ exporge, Mercier in 
MS note to his first edition: and he adopts it in his second. 

458 24 “Quam sympathiam lalia et oculi haberent, quid 
imaginum interesset puerum utrum e. d. is verus an povos Epws 
ac purus dum cogito 8.8.8.8.” 

464 7 (iactus) “ Aestus N.” 

465 13 (Claudius lib. evi. Agni) “ N. Annali.” “ Lego xvi 
Annal.” Mercier MS note to his first edition, and in the 
printed note in his second. 

466 5 (dolentis persona eos parentes cares) “Illud ‘do- 
lentis persona’ interpretamentum Nonii est. Ego lego ‘meos 

s careo.’” So Mercier in his second edition. 

467 22* (alte) “ F. alitem N.” 

467 36 (viget, vagat) “Induco ro ‘viget, quoniam in v. l. 
non reperitur, niulque ad sensum facit.’ So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

467 31 (Cadmi devagant) “Cadmides 8.” Cadmeide 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second, 

467 29 “N. Quid tandem ubi ea est? Quo se receptat (for 
quod recepta) exul. N. incerta vagat.” Fortasse “ quo” Mercier 
in MS note to his first edition, but not in the text of his second. 

468 26 (atque) “ Utque, Sc.” And so recently Miiller. 

469 20 (et quam) “ Aequam, Sc.”; and so Fruterius and 
others. 

469 23 (ordine) “Ordina N.” 

472 20 (te) “ Sese, Sc.” 

473 7 (neque, etc. cor) “ Neque Cor tam feruwm, Sc.” 

473 16 (sine) “ Sili, Se.” 

474 34 (privem) “ Iuvem N.” 

475 2 (sit sed tamen) “ Siet tamen N.” 

475 12 (corrige) “ Porrige N. Sie quoque edidit Delrio,” 
Quicherat quotes several other scholars as having made this 
correction. 

* This and the three following notes are printed in the order given by 
Junius, 
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475 15 (O soci) “Nunc O socii 8.” ; making an anapaestic 
line. 

475 19 (prologo) “ Prologus, Se.” 

475 35 (ego praestolabo illi, eo citante opicium) “ Ego 
praestolabo illic ut sit anted ostium N.” Oscitans ante ostium, 
Bothe. 

479 16 (ansatus) “‘Comatus’ Sc. ‘conatus’ M, C.” (meus 
codex). 

480 26 (aut ambos mira aut noli mirare de eodem) 
“ Locum hune corruptum esse autwmo, sicque restituendum ; ‘Aut 
ambos mira aut noli mirare. Idem eodem’; ut sequens exem- 
plum omissum sit.” Idem eodem afterwards Roeper. 

481 16 (lib. V) “Quinto S.”; and so 482 31. In quinto 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second. Quinto Quicherat. 

482 10 (non tam calleo) Scaliger would expunge non tam. 

483 12 (si me) “‘Sive” Ita lego.” 

483 36 (almo) “ Albo, XevKodAwos, Sc.” Albo Faber ap. 
Quich. 

484 19 (senatis) “F. senatuis N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

489 29 (quit hoc hie clamoris) Scaliger would expunge 
hoc. 

490 18 (inscitia, ferocitate atque ferocia) Scaliger would 
expunge /ferocitate. 

490 28 (detundite) “ Deturbata S.” 

494 1 (ac ducentum) “ Atque, Scal.” So Bouterwek ap. 
L. Miiller. 

495 20 (vim citatam quadrupedum) “ Vim incitatum quad- 
rupedum N.” 

496 28 (oratwm peteret) “ F. et petere.” 

496 31 (jfiert contwmeliam cuius a te veretur maxime) 
« Leg. ‘contumeliam a te, cuius veretur maaime. N. N.” 

498 8 (Locrorwm) “fF. lucorum.” So afterwards Biicheler 
ap. Ribbeck. 

498 10 (capi sortiri) “F. capitis potiri”; but afterwards 
he conjectured captus. Captus potira Ianus Dousa. 

498 11 The words idem libro octavo Scaliger would cut 
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sont Sas touah og Wcapaciie vad of Nonius, 
498 25 (gesserint) “ Lego ‘cesserint’ N.” So Lipsius. 

500 3 (misereor saepe studitos volo) “Forte ‘ Misereri 
saepe stupidos volo.’” 

500 15 (in solum) “ N. in os.” 

500 25 (minuendi refert res) “Minuendi quaeque refert 
res, Scal.” 

500 27 (rei quae resistit) “ Reique resistit N.” So Gifa- 
nius, quoted by Mercier in the MS note to his first edition. 

501 5 (omne nomen Ilium par nemo) “ Scaliger: ‘par 
neminis.’” 

501 13 (hominem) “Hominum 8.” So Mercier in MS 
note to his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

502 12 (inibo) “‘Inhio’ lego N.” So Passerat and 
Faber ap. Quich. and from Passerat Mercier in MS note to 
ed. 1, and in ed. 2. 

504 19 (puerumque ut laverent) “ Laverunt, Sc.” 

505 3 (aura) “ Aula N.” This is known from his Con- 
jectanea 69, p. 113. 

505 35, 506 1 (audibo pro audiam, Ennius Telamone, 
‘more antiquo audibo’) “ Legendum ‘ Audibo pro audiam more 

Ennius Telam. Audibo atque aures tibi contra utendas 
dabo’” Audibo pro audiam more antiquo Gothofred. ap. Quich., 
and Quicherat himself Atque for neque ed. 1470. 

506 8 (primum fulgit uti caldum et fornaceum ferrum) 
“ Lego ‘Primum f. uti c. ex fornacibus ferrum. Vel ‘calidum 
fornacibus ferrum.” ex fornacibus Dousa and Passerat. 

507 32 (pater at est negato esse, hic me operibo caput) 
“Schegkius, ‘ Pater adest.’ N. ‘St. (? St. St. 2) negato esse hic 
me, 0. c.” 

509 20 (disertim dicere plane, palam Titinnio auctore 
possumus Veliterna). Lwucillio Scaliger from the MSS, and 
Titinnius Veliterna. 

510 9 (nunc te obtestor) “ Nunc ted obtestor, Sc.” 


510 18 (crudeliter ile) « F. illi N.” 
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512 13 (quam duriter vos educavit atque aspere, non negat) 
“Quam duriter Vos educavit aspereque, non negat S.” So 
(Juicherat. 

512 35 (quoniam) “ Lego ‘quam,’” 

514.18 (equo) “ Aequore N.” 

515 30 (trabem) “ Trahere, Se.” 

516 21 (duos sensim) “ Sessim, Sc.” 

517 18 (nam) “F. eam.” Miiller proposes iam. 

518 34 (Pedius) “ L. Se. ‘ Delius.” 

520 25 (modica sunt) “ L. ‘modica sunto’ N.” 

528 5 (vel ad Herculis athla athletae) “ Forte ro ‘ad’ 
inducendum.” 

528 25 (hic Demetrius est natus quod luces habet annus 
absolutus) “Epigramma Varronis sic legendum est. ‘ Hic 
Demetrius aestimatus est tot aeneas tot*®* Quot luces habet annus 
absolutus. Sc. Scalig.” Subsequently, in the Catalecta, he 
wrote Hic Demetrius aeneus tot aptust etc. 

531 24 (a forno) “ Meurs. ‘formo, sed ante te Scaliger.” — 

533 8 (arte) “ Arce N.” 

534 23 (in alits domini delicias faselo nactwm tonsili remo 
vilem flictam solvt) Tunius conj. alius...nactus tonsillas litore 
movit, conflictum ete. Scaliger says Suspicor ‘ Deinde’ (vel 
‘domini’) delicias faselo nactus tonsillas litore movit, constric- 
tam solit. 

534 29 (indicit) “ F. incidit.”* So Mercier in the MS note 
to his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

535 10 (fides) “ Obsides, Scal.” 

536 5 (ancorae) “Anconae Se.”; but on second thoughts 
he writes “Lege ‘ Ancona, vineula quibus antennae tenentur, ut 
nomen pluralis numeri tantum. Utitur de bove (7 cervo) Gratius 
in Cynegetico (87) 

‘ast ubi lentae 
Interdwm Lnbyco fucantur sandice pinnae, 
Linteaque extritis lucent anconibus arma.’ N.” 
(vel omnia) “ Velum, Se.” (vela lunius). 


536 7 (funis enim praecisus cito atque ancora soluta) 
“ Cito est Sc. Ancora penultima longa, aut legendum est ‘ ora.’” 
Journal of Philology. vou, Xx11. 6 
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536 27 (sordidum) “ F. sordidulum.” So Tanus Donss. 
537 30 (venusta) “Venustet: N.” SSSS. 
538 15 (suspendit Laribus marinas molles pilas) “ 
Suspendit Laribus marinis monilia, lapillos.” Marinis Turne- 
bus ap. Quich. j ris fibulam sagus 
538 30 (cum neque aptam mollis 


Jerret) “ F. ‘mollibus. Vel ‘Cum neque apte mollis humerus 


fibulam sagi ferret’ N-” 
peoti 31 (sagaria nunc) “* Saga indwunt’ Colerus: ‘ 





541 11 ( fluvii) “In aliis ‘flumina’: forsan ‘ flaminiae’ 8S.” 

542 11 (in omnibus rebus bonis quotidianis cubo in Sardi- 
nianis tapetibus) “ Quotidianis omnibus rebus bonis Sandinianis 
incubo tapetibus. S.S.S.” 

543 5 (aula vel olla) “ Legendum ‘aula vel ola, quam nos 
ollam dicimus.’ Veteres enim litteras non geminabant, ut notat 
Festus in hac ipsa voce.” Vel ola was afterwards proposed by 
Roth. 

543 10 (Vulcanum, nec cum novae etc.) “Ne novae N.” 
“ Olarum N.” 

543 17 (solvenda) “ Sorbenda, Sc.” 

544 26 (tamen tum) “ Temetum, Sc.” 

545 16 (Plautus) “ Laberius N.” 

547 27 (populo nobiliwm Tarentinarum) “ Pocula nobilium 
toreumatum Sc. Veteres enim omnes ‘hune Tarentarium.’” 

551 27 (rei quos) Reliquos Bentinus : “Sec. reiculos.” Rei- 
culos also L, Miiller. 

553 10 (quem sequuntur cum rotundis velites leves palmts) 
g ita. Se. * Quem cum rutundis velites leves parmis Insigni- 
sequuntur antesignani Multi quadratis.’” 
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the one hand into conqwirere by the frequent error co for a, on 
the other into aquirere by the abbreviation @ for an. Then for 
uulgo, remembering that f and wu are often confused (IV ix 34 
uana for fana) and that the compendium for re is often omitted 
(Sen. Ag. 161 lango for languore), I propose fulgore : 

non illis studium fulgore anquirere amantes, 

I xii 19, 
mi neque amare aliam neque ab hac desistere fas est. 


desistere F, dissistere AN, discedere DV. LHither the first or 
the last may be right, but it is perhaps most scientific to 
seek the origin of these variations in Heinsius’ desciscere. 


ll xiv 5. nec sic Electra, saluwm cum aspexit Orestem, 


saluum cum FN, suum saluum DV: the latter is of course 
corrupt but probably points to the order cwm saluwum: this 
rhythm, the third foot ending with the end of a word, is 
common enough in Propertius but avoided by the Ovidian 
school with whose principles the copyists are imbued. 


II xiv 29—32. 
nunc ad te, mea lux, ueniet mea litore nauis 
seruata. an medus sidat honusta uadis ? 
quod si forte aliqua nobis mutabere culpa 
uestibulum iaceam mortuus ante tuum. 


an FN,in DV. quod DVN, quae F. Propertius in this poem 
exults.over the past night which has reconciled him to Cynthia 
after a long exclusion: he promises to render thankofferings at 
the shrine of Venus: then follow these verses and conclude 
the elegy. The above pointing, with its absurd interrogation, is 
Hertzberg’s: I forbear to quote his long paraphrase since it is 
sufficiently refuted by the fact that it obliges him to render 
the quod of v. 31 (quae is of course impossible with his reading) 
as if it were nam. Baehrens punctuates ‘nunc ad te, mea lux, 
ueniet, mea litore nauis ; seruata an mediis sidat honusta 
uadis’, which will apparently mean ‘nunc ad te ueniet mea 
nauis, siue litore seruata sidat siue mediis uadis honusta sidat’ | 








nunc a’ te, mea lux, pendet, mea litore nauis 
soluat, an in mediis sidat honusta uadis, | 
Propertius is now embarked on a new voyage of love: it rests 
with Oynthia whether his ship as it starts shall clear the shore 
or founder in the shoals. The error ueniet for pendet comes 
from the frequent confusion of p with u even in MSS much 
older than ours, Horace’s for instance; the interchange of 
soluo and seruo is easy and probably recurs at 11 xxvii 14; 
then when seruatanin became seruata an in the metre 
required the extrusion of one word, and the one family 
omitted in, the other an. In the next verse I read quae 
with KF: this connexive use of the relative is not common 
when it denotes the first or second person, but it is never- 
theless quite correct: Ovid met. 1x 64 ‘qui postquam...sinuaut 
corpus’, 383 sqq. ‘care uale coniunx, et tu, germana, paterque. | 
qui (altered, just as in Propertius, to quod by the second hand 
of one MS), 8i qua est pietas,...frondes defendite nostras’. The 
quod of DVN appears to be irreconcilable with all readings of 
vv. 29 sq. yet, proposed. 
Hi xxi 49, 50. 


et rursus puerum quaerendo audita fatigat, 
quem, quae scire timet, quaerere plura iubet. 

plura DV, fata ¥, N omits the verse. The lines describe the 
conduct of a lover ‘speranti subito si qua uenire negat.’ The 
‘quaerere’ of the pentameter has plainly come from the ‘quae- 
rendo’ overhead and has ousted some such word as ‘ promere’: 
the suspicious lover questions his messenger again and again as 
' a lv given by one interpolated ms. 
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to what he has observed at the lady's house. The plura of DV 
is faultless, but that will not content a scientific critic who 
notices that F has fata: he requires the common parent of the 
two readings; and this Mr Palmer finds in furta. The words 
JSurta facta fata are so much confounded in medieval Mss that 
when our text gives one we may take whichever we please of 
the three: at 1 ii 4 N has fata for furta. Then on the other 
hand furta closely resembles purla which would infallibly be 
altered to plura. The appropriateness of the word, ‘infidelities’, 
is evident. 





Il xxix 41, sic ego tam sancti custos recludor amoris. 


custos recludor DV, custodis rector F, custode reludor N: none 
of these is defensible and the conjectures proposed are many. 
Propertius is relating how he stole to Cynthia’s bedside to see 
if she were alone: she was, and on awaking upbraided him 
with his suspicions, ‘quid tu matutinus, ait, speculator 
amicae ?| me similem uestris moribus esse putas?’ and so on. 
Burmann proposes custos eludor: perhaps custos deludor will 
best explain the phenomena in the mss: ‘thus I prove a fool 
for my pains in spying on my virtuous mistress’: this sense of 
‘custos’ is abundantly illustrated in the lexicons. 


Ut xxxul 33—40, 


ipsa Venus, quamuis corrupta libidine Martis, 
nec minus in caelo semper honesta fuit, 

quamuis Ida [Parim] pastorem dicat amasse 
atque inter pecudes accubuisse deam. 

hoc et Hamadryadum spectauit turba sororum 
Silenique senes et pater ipse chori, 

cum quibus Idaeo legisti poma sub antro 
subposita excipiens Naica dona manu. 


hoc DVN, non F. In this passage as it stands the ‘legisti’ of 
v. 39 is nonsense: this poem is addressed to Cynthia; but 
Cynthia never went applegathering on Ida with Silenus and 
the Hamadryads and the rest. Venus did; and therefore it is 
rightly held that Propertius here diverts his address to Venus; 
but the mode in which the Mss make him do so is wrongly 
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defended, and is libellously described as ‘ Propertian’, From 
the practice of authors whose Mss are good and early we learn 
that either @ vocative or a personal pronoun is required in 
such cases; and here instead of hoc or non I would write 
uos: ‘thou, Venus, and thy lover were seen by the Hama- 
dryads...with whom thou gatheredst’ ete. The same correction 
of hoc to wos is to be made in Cat. 36 9: ‘annales Volusi, 
cacata charta, | uotum soluite pro mea puella. | nam.,.uouit... 
electissima pessimi poetae | scripta tardipedi deo daturam...et 


hoc pessima se puella uidit...uouere’. ‘pessima’ here can have’ 


no other meaning than ‘ pessimi’ just above, that is to say 
it must be neut. plur. and mean ‘ pessima scripta’: hoe there- 
fore cannot be right. But neither can the old correction haec. 
Catullus began by addressing the ‘annales’, and not until v. 11 
‘nune, o caeruleo creata ponto’ does he divert his address 
to anyone else: thenceforward he addresses Venus throughout 
seven verses, and at v. 18 with ‘at uos interea’ returns to the 
‘annales’ again. The poem is short and is composed with 
much artifice ; and I call it incredible that at v. 9 he should so 
have lost his way as to forget he was addressing the ‘annales’ 
and to speak of them in the third person. hoc then should 
be wos. 


Il xxxiv 51—54, 
harum nulla solet rationem quaerere mundi, 
nec cur fraternis luna laboret equis, 
nec si post Stygias aliquid restawerit undas, 
nec si consulto fulmina missa tonent. 
restauerit undas DV, restabit eriipnas F; restalbit N, whose 
scribe knew the quantity of erwmpnas or aerwmnas and ac- 
cordingly left it out. wndas of course is right, but the form 
restauerit is impossible in an Augustan writer. The vulgate is 
Wassenberg’s restabimus wndas, a very rough alteration; and 
instead of the harsh ‘aliquid restabimus’ one would look for 
something more like the ‘si tamen e nobis aliquid nisi nomen 
et umbra | restat’ of Ovid amor. U1 9 59 or the ‘si tamen 
‘extinctis aliquid nisi nomina restat’ of trist. Iv 10 85. Now 
the divergency of the Mss would be explained to perfection by 
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supposing that the archetype had restabiterundas: DV then 
will have altered 6 to w and transposed the syllables a and er ; 
F avoiding these errors will have altered d to p and transposed 
it with n. But this hypothetical reading wants but one letter 
to make good sense: Munro restores ‘nec si post Stygias 
aliquid rest arbiter wndas’, ‘whether there is really any such 
thing as the judge on the yonder side of Styx’: the indicative 
amidst subjunctives is very characteristic of Propertius, see 
Wt v 25—46. Compare Ovid met. VI 542 sq. ‘si numina 
diuum | sunt aliguid’, amor. I 12 3 ‘omina sunt aliquid’, 11 3 
23 ‘aut sine re nomen deus est’, ex Pont, 1v 1 17 ‘da mihi, 
st quid ea est, hebetantem pectora Lethen’, 14 11 ‘Styx 
quoque, st quid ea est’, Cic. n. d. m1 53 ‘qui hos deos ex 
hominum genere in caelum translatos non re sed opinione esse 
dicunt’, pro Sest. 71 ‘respirasse homines uidebantur nondum 
re’; also Prop, Iv vii 1 ‘sunt aliquid manes’ and II v 39 sqq. 
‘sub terris sint iura deum...an ficta in miseras descendit fabula 
gentis | et timor haut ultra quam rogus esse potest’, and finally 
Ill xix 27 ‘ Minos sedet arbiter Orci’, which suggested to Jacob 
the conjecture ‘aliquis sedet arbiter’ on which Munro's 1s 


based. 


Ill u 23, 24. 
aut iulis famma aut imber subducet honores 
annorum aut itu pondera uicta ruent. 


wctu pondera F, tctu pondere N, ictus pondere DV. The ob- 
jection to the above reading, the vulgate, as also to N’s ‘ictu, 
pondere uicta, ruent’, 1s the singular ‘ictu’ where the sense 
requires the plural: ante the conjectures ‘ipso pondere’ and 
‘tacito pondere’. But the ictus of DV will help us here: it is 
nom, plur., and ‘ruent’ is transitive as in Virgil and Horace. 
It would be possible to accept the reading of DV entire, ‘the 
strokes of years will overthrow them, crushed by their own 
weight’; but the construction will be clearer and the corrup- 
tions better explained if we adopt ictus from DV and pondera 
from F'; ‘annorum aut ictus pondera uicta ruent’, ‘the strokes 
of years will overcome the massy piles and cast them down’: 






















seine: and pat it, a an mie 
IV ii 5 haec me turba iuuat, nec templo chek eae 
haec me FN, nec mea DV: each family gives one word right 
IV iv 55—58. 
sic, hospes, partamne tua regina sub aula? 
dos tibi non humilis prodita Roma uenit. 
si minus, at raptae non sint impune Sabinae: 
me rape et alterna lege repende uices, 
pariamne N, patriagne ¥ patiare DV. It does not appear to me 
that either ‘sic’ or ‘hospes’ is suspicious: ‘sic’ signifies ‘on con- 
dition of my betraying Rome’ as she has just proposed ; ‘hospes’ 
here as in many other passages duly registered in the lexicons 
means merely ‘stranger’, and it is natural that Tarpeia should call 
Tatius so rather than ‘hostis'’. But pariam on the lips of a 
Vestal virgin overcome by first love is much worse than pre- 
mature; and this reading is therefore surrendered by some of 
N’s keenest partisans, as for instance by Mr Leo. patiare, 
accepted by Baehrens, demands the alteration of other words 
which as I said are not in themselves suspicious: he writes 
‘sim compar patiare’, and no slighter change seems adequate, 
for ‘sospes’ is refuted by the ‘si minus’ of the next distich. 
The most probable correction proposed is Heinsins’ spatiorne, 
though perhaps spatierne is preferable: compare Verg. Aen. 
1 46 ‘incedo regina’: if the s were absorbed by the final s of 
‘hospes’, it is clear that patierne might easily give rise to the 
variants we find in the Mss. Heinsius’ ‘dic’ for ‘sic’ may also 
be right, though it does not seem necessary, 
Iv xi 69, 70. 
et serie fulcite genus: mihi cumba uwolenti 
soluitur, uncturis tot mea fata meis. 
uncturis DV, nupturis F, neither defensible ; N is wanting here. 
rhe me reading was recovered long ago tig the Italians, auctu- 
compare Tib. 1 7 55 sq. ‘at tibi succrescat proles, quae 
parentis | auyeat’, whence it also appears that we ought 
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here to write facta for fata with Kindscher and Postgate. In 
the first letter of the participle all our Mss are wrong; the 
second is preserved in F and corrupted in DV, the third pre- 
served in DV and corrupted in F, 

See also the passages quoted in vol. xx1 pp. 139—141. 


§ 17. Doubt between DV and AF. 


It has been established that the two families AF and DV 
possess equal authority as witnesses to the reading of their lost 
original. We shall therefore approach without prejudice the 
consideration of the following passages in which it is hard or 
impossible to tell which of the two is right. 


I ili 31—33. 
donec diuersas percurrens luna fenestras, 
luna moraturis sedula luminibus, 
compositos leuibus radiis patefecit ocellos. 


percurrens DV, praecurrens APN. The former is read by nearly 
all editors and is quite satisfactory: ‘luna’ will then mean the 
beams of the moon. But if ‘ praecurrere’ could mean ‘ praeter 
currere ', to run past or in front of a stationary object, praecur- 
rens would be still better: ‘luna’ will then mean the orb of the 
moon, hurrying along its path in the sky with the officious 
haste imputed to it in the pentameter. The lexicons quote no 
instance of ‘ praecurrere’ in this sense: it means to run on in 
front of another runner or the like; but I agree with Mr Weber, 
p. 9, that we cannot with confidence deny to ‘ prae’ in this verb 
the sense of ‘ praeter’ which it has in praeuehor praegredior 
praeferor praelabor and praefluo. 


I viii 11—16. 


nec tibi Tyrrhena soluatur funis harena 
neue inimica meas eleuet aura preces 


et me defixum uacua patiatur tm ora 
crudelem infesta saepe uocare manu, 
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in ora is the reading signified by the in hora of AF and the in 
dura of N. DV have arena which looks at first like a mere 
repetition from v. 11, and so it may be. But there is something 
to be said for the conjecture of the elder Burmann who read 
harena bere and proposed ab ora for v. 11. His aim was to 
avoid the Leonine jingle ‘Tyrrhena...harena’, which however 
has a parallel in I xvii 5 ‘quin etiam absenti prosunt tibi, 
Cynthia, uenti’: what most favours the conjecture is its intro- 
duction of the phrase ‘uacua...harena’, for which compare 
il xxv 7 ‘ putris et in vacua requiescit nauis harena’, Luc. VI 
62 ‘lustrat uacuas Pompeius harenas’, Stat. Theb. m1 334 
‘wacua iacet hostis harena’. 


Iix 20. infernae wincula nosse rotae. wincula nosse AFN, 
noscere wincla DV: there is nothing to choose. 1ix 27. quippe 
ubi non liceat uacuos seducere ocellos. seducere AFN, subduc- 
ere DV: none but factitious reasons can be given for prefer- 
ring one to the other. 

I xvii 25, 26. 

at uos, aequoreae formosa Doride natae, 
candida felici soluite uela choro. 
choro AFN, noto DV: either is excellent, and the change is 
easy both ways: coro tono noto or noto roco coro. Mr Solbisky 
who prefers choro ingeniously suggests that coro was mistaken 
for Céro and altered to the name of another wind for the sake 
of the verse. 

1 xviii 20, fagus et Arcadio pinus amica deo. 
amica AFN, amata DV. They support the former with Claud. 
rapt. Pros. If 108 ‘quercus amica Ioui’, the latter with Ovid 
trist. 111 39 sqq. ‘cur tamen opposita uelatur ianua lauro?... 
num guia perpetuos meruit domus ista triumphos?|an quia 
Leucadio semper amata deo est ?’ 

11119, 20. Ossan Olympo | impositum. 
impositum DV, impositam AFN. Either is correct: perhaps 
however, as Hertzberg says, it is more likely that the termin- 
ation of ‘Ossan’ should have led a scribe to substitute fem. for 
masc. than that the opposite change should have been made, 
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Irv 21. nec tibi pertwrae scindam de corpore uestes, 
periurae DV, periuro FN. periurae is clearly the simpler and 
better; and Volpi compares II xix 6 ‘nec tibi clamatae somnus 
amarus erit’. Yet it may be argued on the other hand, as by 
Mr Solbisky p. 144, that periwro is more probably genuine 
because less obvious. The accidental exchange however of e 
and 9 is so common that no great weight can be assigned to 

this plea. 


m vi 20. nutritus dwro, Romule, lacte lupae. 


duro DVN, dure (=durae) F. It is hard to choose; and we 
cannot say for certain whether F speaks for the family AF or 
only for itself. 


II vill 4, ipsum me iugula, segnior hostis ero. 
segnior DV, lenior N, lewior F. I see no way to decide between 
segnior and lenior ; unless we are to prefer the former because 
scribes are more prone to shorten words than to lengthen 
them. 

mu xv 49. tu modo, dum J/ucet, fructum ne desere uitae, 


7 
lucet N, licet F, licet DV. The metaphor of lucet is poetical to 
a modern taste but hardly possible in a Latin writer unless 
there has preceded something leading up to it; I think it 
certain however that in this elegy many distichs are out of 
place, and probable that this line originally followed the couplet 
(23, 24) ‘dum nos fata sinunt, oculos satiemus amore: | now tibi 
longa uenit, nee reditura dies’. On the other hand lucet may 
well be only a metrical correction of licet which Mr Solbisky 
supports with I xix 25 ‘quare, dum licet, inter nos laetemur 
amantes’; and possibly the true emendation is to insert ‘o’ 
before ‘fructum’ with Mr Lucian Mueller. 

II xix 3, 4. 
nullus erit castis luuenis corruptor in agris, 
qui te blanditiis non sinat esse probam. 


probam FN, meam DV. The former is generally accepted; I 
am inclined however to prefer meam as conveying the same 
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meaning in a less obvious way. I would compare I xi 7 sq. ‘an 
te nescio quis simulatis ignibus hostis | sustulit e nostris, Cyn- 
thia, carminibus’, i.e. has seduced you and so removed you from 
my heart and consequently your name from its place in my 
songs; II vill 5 sq. ‘possum ego in alterius positam spectare 
lacerto ? | nec mea dicetur, quae modo dicta mea est ?’; Ovid am. 
II 12 5 sq. ‘quae modo dicta mea est, quam coepi solus amare, | 
cum multis uereor ne sit habenda mihi’; Cat. 817 ‘quem nunc 
amabis? cuius esse diceris ?’ 


11 xxi 13. sic a Dulichio inuene est elusa Calypso. elusa 
EN, delusa DV. 


It xxiv 30, 31. 
iam tibi de timidis iste proteruus erit, 
qui nune se in ¢wmidum iactando uenit honorem. 


So DVN; Le. ‘qui nunc se iactando uenit in tumidum honorem ’, 
a sentence by no means so contorted as many others which 
Latin poetry will supply: see for instance Munro on Lucr. 11 
843. But F has tuwmide, and it is possible that we ought to 
transpose in with Paley and read ‘qui nunc se tumide iactando 
wmuenit honorem’: for a similar transposition of im see Pers. 
1 131 where instead of ‘nec qui abaco numeros et secto m 
puluere metas’ one family of Mss gives ‘nec qui in abaco nume- 
ros et secto puluere metas’. 
II xxxii 13. et platanis creber pariter surgentibus ordo. 
So N, creber platanis pariter F, creber pariter platanis DV : all 
have urgentibus for surgentibus. Between N’s arrangement and 
F’s there is little to choose: that of DV is decidedly bad. But 
it explains better than the others how surgentibus lost its s; and 
Baehrens therefore may be right in reading crebris pariter 
platanis: for the construction he compares II xiii 23 ‘desit 
odoriferis ordo mihi lancibus’. 
Il xxx 23, 24. 
nuper enim de te nostra me laedit ad awres 
rumor et in tota non bonus urbe fuit. 


aures DVN, aure F. Schneidewin’s maledirit seems the most 
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probable emendation of the corrupt me laedit. But whether we 
should retain awres and alter nostra to nostras with most editors, 
or whether with Baehrens we should take the nostra...aure of 
F to signify nostram...awrem, is a separate question and hard 
to decide. 

Iv i189. cum geminos produceret Arria natos. Arria FN, 
Accia DV: both are Roman names. 

IV iii 7, 8. 

te modo uiderunt iteratos Bactra per ortus, 
te modo munitus Aericus hostis equo. 

hericus FN, henricus V, hernicus D. The name of an eastern 
nation is wanted. Beroaldus proposes munito Sericus, Jacob 
munito Newricus, and doubtless one or the other is right. If 
Beroaldus, then the s of sericus adhered to the foregoing word 
and changed it through munitos to munitus, leaving ericus, to 
which FN have merely prefixed the aspirate while D has 
further corrupted hericus into the well known name of an 
Italian people, V into a well known personal name of medieval 
times. If Jacob, then V is nearest the truth, D next, FN 
furthest away: the error munitus for munito will then be 
ascribed to the confusion of o with ° the abbreviation of -us. 


Iv xi 25, 26. 
Cerberus et nullas hodie petat inprobus umbras, 
et iaceat tacita Jawa catena sera. 
lawa DV, lapsa F, N has not the passage. The choice is a 
question of taste: I myself prefer Jawa; and F is so carelessly 
written that we cannot be sure whether /apsa is the reading of 
its family or only a freak of its own. 


§ 18. WV as a representative of O. 


I shall here investigate the value of N considered as a 
representative of O the common parent of AFDV, and the 
nature and significance of its fluctnation between the two 


families AF and DV, 





96 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


We have seen that although N most commonly sides with 
AF there are nevertheless very many places where it deserts 
that family to range itself with DV. And we cannot help 
noticing that in most cases the side which N takes, be it AF 
or DV, is the right side: not in all cases, but in most. From 
this fact a hasty observer might infer that N is the most trust- 
worthy representative of O. 

But a little reflexion would teach him better. Take any 
good modern edition, say Lachmann’s: we shall find that it, 
like N, sides now with AF, now with DV; we shall find that 
it, like N, usually takes the right side; and we shall find that 
it takes the right side much oftener than N does. But this 
virtue of correctness of course confers no authority on Lach- 
mann’s edition, neither does N’s similar virtue confer any 
authority on it. For it is explicable by the hypothesis that 
N too is, so to speak, an edition, and has formed its text, as 
Lachmann formed his, by selection, achieving thereby the 
merit for which we praise an edition, correctness, and for- 
feiting the merit for which we praise a MS, integrity. The 
facts, I say, on the face of them admit this explanation; and 
when we examine them we shall find that they demand it. 

I will first state the truth of the matter and then proceed 
to prove it true. N, so far as it is a descendant of O, has 
derived its text mainly from a codex of the family AF; but 
where it found the readings of that codex unsatisfactory it has 
resorted to a codex of the family DV and taken readings 
thence. For proof, I will begin at I 11 14, the first verse where 
all five MSS are present, and pursue the vacillations of N be- 
tween the two families: the case will soon be clear. 

19 ‘nee Phrygium falso traxit candore maritum’ AF, non 
DV: the reading of AF is probably true and certainly void of 
offence, so N adheres to it. 23 ‘non illis studium uulgo aquirere 
amittes (wmictes F)’ AF, hiatus false quantity and nonsense: N 
cannot tolerate this, resorts to the other family, finds congutrere 
amantes there, is satisfied and adopts it. But I shall be 
disappointed if I am not thought to have made it probable, 
in my discussion of this passage above’, that conquirere too is 

1 p. 84, 
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false and that O had anquirere: if that is so, we learn here 
that N had not access to O itself but only knew the readings 
of O, as we do, through the two families AF and DV. 24 
‘illis forma satis ampla pudicitia’ AF: N is disturbed by the 
false quantity, turns for help to the other family and takes 
thence the true reading ampla satis forma, 26 ‘uni si qua 
placet, wna puella sat est’ AF: another false quantity and 
nonsense too: DV proffer the true reading culta and N borrows 
it. 29 ‘unica nee desit iucundis gratia werbis’ AF: this is 
inoffensive, so N accepts it. But all the while DV gives the 
true reading dictis which Ovid imitates at met. xtm 127 ‘neque 
abest facundis gratia dictis’, Can anything be plainer? when 
N agrees with DV in the truth, that is because N has been 
driven to DV by the manifest falseness of AF: when the 
reading of AF, though false, is tolerable, N is contented with 
it and DV are left to tell the truth alone. 

Here we are arrived at the end of the elegy: all this evid- 
ence against the integrity of N has been amassed within 
eleven verses. But consult the apparatus criticus where you 
will, its lesson is always the same: no fact presents itself 
which is inexplicable by my hypothesis: facts present them- 
selves in abundance which are explicable by no other. If 
N has not formed its text as I assert, why does it never 
once agree with DV against AF in places where DV give 
the ill-looking true reading and AF the specious false one ? 
Why does it desert AF for DV in places where the former are 
right though they seem wrong and the latter are wrong though 
they seem right ?—such places as 11 xv 26 wellet F, uelles DVN, 
or IV vii 85 Tiburtina F, Tiburna DN? These phenomena are 
the tokens of an edition: an edition founded mainly on the 
text of AF and often adhering to that text where, though 
wrong, it is not obviously wrong; usually deserting that text 
where it is obviously wrong, and sometimes deserting it where, 
though right, it is not apparently right; adopting from DV 
many readings which are both easy and true, some easy read- 
ings which are not true, but never one true reading which is 
not easy. . 

Equally reconcilable with this hypothesis are certain phe- 
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nomena which at first sight might possibly be thought to 
discountenance it. The fact that N not seldom agrees with 
AF in an obvious corruption where DV offer the obvious truth 
might seem to indicate that N had not access to the text of 
DV: for instance at I xiii 32 FN give wiricoloris, clearly 
wrong, DV give wersicoloris, clearly right: why did not N 
adopt it? But the answer is easy: operi longo fas est obrep- 
ere somnum: thé editor’s industry flagged or his attention 
wandered. Indeed, if we consider the difficulty of such a task 
in such an age, we shall rather wonder that these oversights 
occur no oftener than they do. Other phenomena which might 
be thought to conflict with my supposition are such as IV vi 25 
lunarat F, limarat DVN: here F's reading is clearly the better, 
DV’s clearly the worse: why has N adopted the latter? The 
answer is to be found in the fact that wherever this pheno- 
menon occurs, and it occurs very seldom, the two readings are 
palaeographically almost identical. N has not deliberately 
chosen the false reading: it has merely made the same easy 
mistake in copying from the text of AF as was made by the 
parent of DV in copying from the text of O. 

I hope therefore to have demonstrated the truth of 
Baehrens’ assertion (prolege. p. vit) that N, so far as it 
derives its text from the archetype of AFDV, derives it through 
Mss of the two families AF and DV, not through an inde- 
pendent channel. To demonstrate this is to demonstrate the 
falsity of the stemmata codicum proposed by Messrs Solbisky 
Plessis and Weber: but that has been demonstrated already 
by other methods. Here I desire only to insist on the corol- 
lary that N, as a witness to the reading of O, is less deserving 
of credence than any one of the four codices AFDV. Wholly 
useless it is not, even in this aspect; for in those books where 
A fails us N often serves to confirm the testimony of F and so 
to assure us better what the reading of the family AF really 
was. But the element of singular and transcendent merit 
which N possesses is derived, not from the archetype of AFDV, 
but from that other source which I denominate Z. 











THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS. 99 


§ 19. AFDV considered severally. 


I will now examine the few instances in which one alone of 
the four codices AFDV preserves a true reading or a trace of 
the truth. From this list I exclude the unique readings pre- 
sented by F in the absence of A which have been already 
considered and which would presumably be found in A also if 
that MS were entire. 


A. 


It curiously happens that A exhibits, in the whole of the 
verses it contains (1 i 1 to 11 i 63), only one true reading not 
known to us from FNDV. This is the correct spelling solacia 
in I v 27 ‘non egaq tum potero solacia ferre roganti’ where the 
rest have solatia. And this solitary distinction loses something 
of its effect when we observe that A gives cum for tum in the 
same verse: it may well be that the archetype after all had 
the false form solatia and that A has merely blundered into 
the right way through its carelessness about ¢’s and c's. In 
every other place where A gives a true reading, that true 
reading is also given by F or by N or by both. 

The fact however remains that A is the most faithful 
representative of its family; and the following examples will 
display the nature of its value to us. The codex N, as we have 
seen, frequently deserts the family AF to side for the nonce 
with DV: now in these cases it is often only the presence of 
A that enables us to discover what the reading of the family 
AF really is. For F is most negligently written, and we 
cannot tell whether its blunders are derived from its exemplar 
or peculiar to itself unless we have A to set beside it. Thus 
at I ii 26 culta DVN, una AF, viii 1 cura DVN, culpa AF, 
xii 10 diwidit DVN, diwitis AF, xiii 5 fama DVN, forma AF, 
the presence of A informs us that F got these errors from X 
and did not itself originate them; and on the other hand at 
‘xi 6 restat DVNA, monstrat F, xvii 13 uwela DVNA, bella F, 
xvill 31 miht DVNA, tobi F, xix 4 exequiis DVNA, obsequus F, 

7—2 









bant. aie po ag ere ages he om. r h i ( =a 
derive the true readin cauo? and what was the re adi in, ae tt 
no answer is possible. Suppose now that A were preser ent, I . 
A gave cauo we should know cauo to be the reading of X, 
accidentally omitted by F, Seid sled She Fone of: O, corrupte 
to suo by Y the parent of If A gave suo we should nae wo 
that suo was the reading of x and of O, and that N therefore — 
derived its cauo from Z. If A omitted the word we should 
know that X omitted it, and though we should not know what 
the reading of O was, we should have little doubt chat at anf 
rate it was not cauo, And whatever A exhibited, it must - 
necessarily teach us something which now we do not know. 
We suffer a like uncertainty through its absence at Ill xxii 
23 sq. ‘Clitumnus ab Vmbro | tramite’ (litumnus N, licimi- 
nus D, lictinnus V, om. F) and Iv ii 28 ‘corbis in inposito | 
pondere messor eram’ (in N, ab DV, om. F). . 

Thus much in defence of A, lest any one should despise it | 
because of the accident that in one place only is it the sole 
preserver of a true reading. | 











There is at least one passage in which F displays a striking ; 
superiority not only over the opposite family DV but over its 
own near relatives A and N: 111i 31, 32. 


aut canerem Aegyptum et Nilum, cum attractus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis. 


attractus AN, which is indefensible; tractus DV, which will 
not explain the corruption. Baehrens and Palmer have in- 
dependently arrived at the correction atratus which is accepted 
by Solbisky and others and will probably become the vulgate: 








EE 
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the similar error attractis for atratis occurs at 11 v 34. Now 


at 
F outshines A and N by giving atractatus, that is atractus: 
merely ct for the ¢ of the true reading, and even this error 
corrected. 

At 1 iii 40 it seems that F rightly gives qualis (acc. plur.) 
where ANDY have quales. Still more noteworthy is F's reten- 
tion of this form in lewis at 1 i 49, where the agreement of 
DV shews it to be correct, while F’s own brethren A and N 
have altered the inflexion to leues. 

There is one more place where F alone exhibits what I 
strongly suspect to be the hand of Propertius; but this I fear 
is no more than a lucky accident: 1 vili 35, 36. 

dotatae regnum uetus Hippodamiae 
et quas Elis opes ante pararat equis. 


opes...equis ANDY, equis...opes F: the latter arrangement, 
distributing adjective and substantive, ‘quas’ and ‘opes’, 
between the two halves of the pentameter, is preferred by 
the elegiac poets in general and Propertius in particular. But 
it appears incredible that so wanton an alteration as the 
transposition of the two words should have been made inde- 
pendently by A and by the parent of DV; and we are accord- 
ingly bound to suppose that opes...eguis was the reading of O, 
and that F has only by an accident restored the correct order, 
if correct it be. 

The above examples, let me say once more, are all drawn 
from that portion of the text which is contained by A as well 
as F, and exclude a large number of true readings, already 
considered, in which the singularity of F seems due merely 
to the absence of A. 


D. 


D alone preserves the true reading in the seven passages 


which follow. 

I iii 42. hic dominam exemplo ponat in arte meam. arte 
D, ante VFN. i ii 51, turpia perpessus uates est uincla 
Melampus. melampus D, nylampus VN, inlampus F, 1 ix 2. 
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hoc ipso etecto carior alter erit. eiecto D, electo VFN. 1 xiii 
12. auribus et puris scripta probasse mea. puris D, pueris 
VFN. It is possible that this divergency indicates pureis. 
1 xvi 25. di faciant, mea ne terra locet ossa frequenti. ne D, 
nec VFN. Il xxiv 33. uellere tum cupias albos a stirpe 
capillos. cupias D, cwmes V, capias FN. Iv v 36. natalem 
Mais Idibus esse tuum. matis D, malis VFN. 

There are also three places in which D has retained an old 
spelling which the other Mss have modernised: 11 i 23 Kartha- 
ginis D, Carthaginis VAFN; ul vii 43 uorteret D, uerteret 
VFN; Iv x 44 gula D, gyla VFN. 

But the greatest service rendered us by D singly is I think 
in IV i 17—19, a passage which the other Mss exhibit thus : 


nulli cura fuit externos quaerere diuos, 
cum tremeret patrio pendula turba sacro, 
annnaque accenso celebrare Palilia faeno. 


That is, in ancient times no one troubled to seek after foreign 
gods and no one troubled to celebrate the Palilia; which is 
absurd, for of course every one celebrated the Palilia: Lachmann 
accordingly restores sense by writing annua at for annuaque. 
But D points the way to an easier correction when instead of 
celebrure it offers celebrate, that is to say celebrate or celebrante. 
The construction is ‘cum tremeret turba, faenoque Palilia 
celebrante’ =‘ tremente turba faenoque P. celebrante’ or ‘cum 
tremeret turba faenumque P. celebraret*: for a similar co- 
ordination of temporal clause with ablative absolute see Ovid 
met. V 362 sq. ‘ postguam exploratum satis est, loca nulla labare, | 
depositoque metu’. The figure by which the lighted ‘ faenum’ 
instead of those who set it alight is said to celebrate the Palilia 
is the same as occurs in v. 23 ‘lustrabant compita porci’. 

D moreover, like A, makes its value felt by the incon- 
veniences which attend its absence. It lacks the first elegy 
and the first 13 verses of the second; and within this small 
portion of the text there are at least three differences of reading 
which we cannot track to their source for want of D to help us. 
They are cases where a contradiction occurs between AF on the 
one hand and VN on the other: 11 1 fecit AF, cemt VN; 13 
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arbore AF, wulnere VN ; 22 placeat AF, palleat VN. These 
variations are susceptible of two explanations: that N has 
deserted, as it often does, the family AF and adopted the 
reading of the family DV; or that V, as it does not infrequently’, 
has deserted the tradition of O and adopted, apparently from 
the source which I call Z, the reading which also presents itself 
in N. If D were here and gave cepit uulnere palleat, we should 
know that the former explanation was right; if it gave fecit 
arbore placeat, the latter; but now we must rest in doubt. 


Mi 


V alone preserves the true reading in 11 i 26: 
fluminaque Haemonio comminus isse uiro. 
isse V, esse DN, ille F. 
The case is less clear in 111 iti 41, 42. 
nil tibi sit rauco praeconia classica cornu 
flare nec Aonium cingere Marte nemus, 
cingere V, tingere DF, tinguere N. cingere is read by Lachmann 
Hertzberg and Bachrens, tinguere by Haupt Mueller and Palmer: 
I see no solid ground for a decision. 
In Iv viii 23, 
Serica nam taceo uolsi carpenta nepotis, 
if this generally accepted emendation of Beroaldus’ is right, V 
comes nearest the truth with sirica nam: D has si riga nam, 
FN st riganam. 

In two places V seems to preserve the genuine spelling: 11 
vii 39 triwmphalis (ace. plur.) V, triwmphales DFN ; 11 xxviii 49 
aput V, apud DEN. 

There is one passage more where V has perhaps retained a 
fragment of truth which the other Mss have obliterated; and I 
gladly seize the @pportunity of discussing it by reason of its 
great interest and difficulty: Iv v L9, 20. 

exorabat opus uerbis ceu blanda perure 
saxosamque ferat sedula culpa uiam. 
1 pp. 115 aq. 
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This gibberish should describe how an old procuress poisons the 
mind of the poet’s mistress with her insidious counsels. In the 
first place the unmeaning eworabat, which some editors alter 
with no good result into ewornabat, should be written exercebat: 
o for e and a@ for ce are common mistakes. Now what is the 
simile? plainly the wearing away of a hard substance by gentle 
and continuous friction. Three words at least, perwre ferat and 
culpa, must be corrupt. ferat, for which terat and terit were 
formerly proposed, is corrected with certainty by Messrs 
Rossberg and Palmer to forat. Instead of culpa v gives talpa, 
and the same conjecture had occurred to Mr Rossberg who 
writes ‘ceu blandague rura | saxosamque /forat sedula talpa 
uiam’, most unhappily: if it is meant that moles burrow holes 
in stones, that is false; if this is not meant, ‘saxosam’ misleads 
and the simile comes to naught; nor is it any less ridiculous to 
say in Latin that a mole ‘forat blanda rura’ than to say in 
English that it tunnels the smiling landscape. Turn then from 
talpa to Jacob's conjecture gutta (lympha had been already 
proposed) which in capital letters is easily confused with culpa: 
we have now the favourite image of the water wearing the 
stone, employed again by Propertius at 11 xxv 16, as also by 
Lucretius Tibullus and Ovid. perwre remains: perwrit and 
pererrat are quite inappropriate verbs, and ferebrat recedes 
too far from the ductus litterarum ; moreover ‘ blanda’, if it is 
to be an epithet of ‘gutta’, is absurd: I propose therefore to 
remodel the passage with these very minute alterations: 


exercebat opus, uerbis hew blanda, perinde 
saxosam atque forat sedula gutta uiam. 


For ‘uerbis blanda’ see [Phaedr.] appendix fabularum 23 18 
‘qui, uerbis blandus, fraudem celat pectore’, Hor. epist. m1 1 135 
‘docta prece blandus’: for the confusion of perinde with perure 
compare Ovid her. vil 84 where the Mss are divided between 
inde and ure. If now I am right in this restoration, V is 
perhaps to be commended as preserving a trace which has 
perished from the other MSS: instead of saxosamque ferat it 
gives sawosam feratque, which may mean that the change of 
atque to que came to pass through the transposition ferut atque 
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and the consequent absorption of one at by the other. But the 
change occurs in other places where no such explanation is 
possible, as at Verg. georg. Iv 139 idem atque M, idemque P. 


APPENDICES. 


f and vy, 


We saw that, in many of the places where N gives a better 
reading than O, that same better reading is also given by f or v 
or both. It is therefore necessary to enquire whether f or v 
preserves any element of a genuine tradition which has not 
found its way into N. Here we must advance with extreme 
caution ; for it is abundantly evident that many of the readings 
given by f and very many of those given by the various hands 
in V which Baehrens denotes all together by the sign Vm.2, and 
to which I am thus obliged to assign the single tally v, are the 
merest conjectures. Those only therefore among the lections 
of f and v can we reckon as genuine for certain, which preserve 
not the truth but a vestige of the truth, and which since they 
make no sense cannot be ascribed to conjectural emendation. 
But if we tind that there are in f and v such lections as these, 
then we shall be disposed to refer to the same untainted source 
certain true readings in f and v which though they may be 
conjectural are nevertheless by no means easy or obvious 
conjectures. 

In the following passages we recover the truth from relics 
preserved by f or v. 

1 xx 51, 52. 

his, o Galle, tuos monitus seruabis amores, 
formosum nymphis credere uwisus Hylam, 


‘nune tu seruabis amorem, cum hucusque nymphis puerum 
tuum credere uisus sis’ Hertzberg; but if the poet had meant 
this he would have made more of it: we should have heard of 
Gallus’ negligence at the beginning of the poem, not in the 
very last verse, where it takes us quite by surprise. Therefore 
acuter critics, as Lachmann and Baehrens, have held the line 
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corrupt, and the latter after enumerating the conjectures tutus 
nisus cautus jisus concludes ‘nondum uerum repertum est’. 
Nondum, in the spring of 1880; but it was found in the 
autumn. Instead of wsus v reads rursus, which, mark, being 
meaningless is therefore no conjecture, and would consequently 
demand attention even if no scruple were suggested by wisus. 
Mr Palmer hence emended ‘formosum ni wis perdere rursus 
Hylam ’, ‘unless you wish to repeat the loss of Hylas’: p and c_ 
are commonly interchanged, so are uw consonant and /f, and nijis 
means nymphis. But from the wisus of O and N we learn that 
Propertius spelt the adverb rusus: this form is often preserved 
in the best mss of the best writers, as in Virgil’s at georg. II 
252 and I 335. 

Il i 27—35. 


nam quotiens Mutinam aut ciuilia busta Philippos 
aut canerem Siculae classica bella fugae 
euersosque focos antiquae gentis Etruscae 
et Ptolomaeeae litora capta Phari, 30 
aut canerem Aegyptwm et Nilum, cum atratus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis, 
aut regum auratis circumdata colla catenis 
Actiaque in Sacra currere rostra Via, 
te mea musa illis semper contexeret armis. 35 


I have given what I hold to be the true reading of v.31. I 
will at first mention only the variants of AFNDV: cyptum 
AN, ciptum F, cyprum DV. Cyprus is here quite out of place: 
the fact that Antonius transferred that island to the kingdom 
of Egypt is very poor cause for numbering it among the 
triumphs of Augustus: cypruwm then is an attempt to make 
sense of the earlier corruption cyptum. To this therefore we 
turn; and I assert that palaecographically the old conjecture 
Aegyptum is easier than Baehrens’ Coptwm, since the loss of one 
e in the sequence canereegyptum, and the change of G@ to C, 
together constitute a slighter alteration than is y fore. But it 
is objected that Aegyptwm is bad in sense; ‘neque enim’ says 
Mr Solbisky p. 147 ‘nudum nomen eius terrae, quam poeta 
uerbis Ptolomaee: litora capta Pharv et Nilo significauit, 
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medium inter haec interpositum esse potest’. Now as to 
‘litora capta Phari’, this is that same misapprehension of the 
passage which led Schrader to write aut for et in v. 30 and et 
for aut in vy. 31 in order that Pharos and the Nile might not be 
disjoined. All this will be refuted by the observation that 
vv. 27—30 refer to the wars of Augustus, vv. 31—34 to his 
triumphs: the point of disjunction is at the end of v, 30, and 
the contents of that verse may therefore be banished from our 
mind while we are emending v. 31. We have only to consider 
whether both Egypt and the Nile would appear in the 
triumphal pageant; and this question is easy to solve: Ovid 
trist. 1v 2 41 sqq. ‘cornibus hic fractis, uiridi male tectus ab 
ulua, | decolor ipse suo sanguine Ahenus erat. | crinibus en 
etiam fertur Germania passis’, ars I 223 sqq. ‘hic est Huphrates, 
praecinctus harundine frontem: | cui coma dependet caerula, 
Tigris erit: | hos facito Armenios: haec est Danaeia Persis’, 
Sil. xvii 636 sqq. ‘mox uictas tendens Carthago ad sidera 
palmas | ibat, et effigies orae iam lenis Hiberae, | terrarum finis 
Gades, ac laudibus olim | terminus Herculeis Calpe, Baetisque 
lauare | solis equos dulci consuetus fluminis unda, | frondosum- 
que apicem subigens ad sidera mater | bellorum fera Pyrene, 
nec mitis Hiberus | cum simul illidit ponto quos attulit amnes’, 
I claim then that there is no excuse for refusing to Aegyptum 
its place in the text. And if Aegyptwm is right, then f, which 
gives giptum, has preserved more of the truth than any other 
witness; for 7 and y may be considered the same thing in Mss 
like ours. 


IV vi 25, 26. 
tandem aciem geminos Nereus lunarat in arcus, 
armorum et radiis picta tremebat aqua. 


Instead of et v gives g; (=que) which contravenes the metre 
and is motiveless as an interpolation. A possible suggestion 
would be armorumque radis, for Propertius has not only the 
genitives Mari Deci Tati but the nominative Gali. But picta 
is unsatisfactory: to describe the water as ‘picta’ by the 
reflexion of the brightly coloured prows of ships would be a 
correct use of the word; but the reflexion of light from weapons 
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choros’. g; icta was taken for picta: q; was afterwards written 
overhead as a correction and then inserted in the wrong place, 
where only v preserves it: ON finding it incompatible with the 
metre alter it to et. 
Iv xi 29, 30. 
si cui fama fuit per auita tropaea decori, 
et Numantinos regna logwuntwr auos. 
So DV; F omits v. 30, and N has lost the page which contained 
it. The line is nonsense and ‘ Nimantinos’ is a false quantity, 
Now f reads thus: ‘aera Numantinos regna locuntur auos’; and 
aera is also given by v. Jdocuntur is not the spelling of a 
renascence corrector, and Baehrens is clearly right when with 
heinous infidelity to his principles he adopts it. wera again is 
no interpolation, since it cannot be construed; and era will 
explain the corruption et. Now as to the original sense of the 
verse there can be no doubt: it was ‘nobis fama per auita 
tropaea decori est’: the ‘si cui’ of the hexameter, as Baehrens 
says, admits no other sequel. We may write 


aera Numantinos nostra locuntur auos, 


‘the spoils of armour in our house tell of our ancestors who 
took Numantia’. The three first letters of ‘nostra’ might be 
absorbed in the three last of ‘Numantinos’, and the remaining 
tra corrected into the first word that came to hand. The 
above emendation was formerly proposed by Mr Palmer who 
afterwards abandoned it for the incoherent Afra...regna of , 
Scaliger. Perhaps however a better way of obtaining the 
required sense is to read with Baehrens 
nostra Numantinos signa locuntur auos. 

aera may well be a relic of nostra or jira, as sera is at Ovid 
fast. 111 738; and we had signa and regna confused in Prop, 


« 
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IV ii 2 (vol. xxI pp. 123 sq.), where add Ovid fast. v 152. I 
should add that our singular indebtedness to f and v in this 
passage does not prove so much for their singular merit as did 
the instances adduced before; for it is very likely that if we 
could recover the lost page of N we should find aera there also. 

In the passages which now follow it appears that v or f has 
preserved the true reading corrupted by all our other witnesses. 
I exclude a great many instances in which the reading of v or f, 
though peculiar to themselves and indisputably true, may be 
plausibly explained as a conjectural emendation. For example, 
even the ‘nigraque funestum concinit omen auis’ of v at II 
xxviii 88 where the other authorities give condidit, even this 
reading, which is proved to be true by Ovid am. 111 12 2 ‘ omina 
non albae concinuistis aues’ and was by no means easy to 
recover by conjecture, may yet be a conjecture after all. But 
in the cases here to be adduced this hypothesis is impossible or 
else highly improbable; and we have learnt from the evidence 
above that f and v contain at any rate some element of truth 
which is not drawn from conjecture. 


ti xv 7. tertius haut multo minus est cum ducitur annus. 


haut v, clearly the source of haud O and aut N ; and imagine a 
renascence interpolator of V, where haud stood in the text, 
spontaneously altering this approved form into the then un- 
fashionable haut ! 


I xi 9—12, 


atque utinam mage te remis confisa minutis 
paruula Lucrina cumba moretur aqua, 

aut teneat clausam tenui feuwfantis in unda 
alternae facilis cedere lympha manu. 


teutantis DVN, tuetantis AF, teutrantis v, i.e. Teuthrantis. This 
generally accepted reading is I think very plausibly defended by 
Hertzberg: Teuthras was king of Mysia, and from him the 
south-west of that country derived the name Teuthrania: now 
on that coast lay the Aeolic Cyme which was thought to have 
shared in founding the Campanian Cumae; ‘ Teuthrantis 
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lympha’ (Teuthrantis a feminine adjective) therefore means 
‘Cumana lympha’, probably the Jacus Acherusius, just as 
‘Lydus’ and ‘ Maeonius’ often stand for ‘Tuscus’, There may 
be some significance in the fact that Silius x1 290 bestows the 
name of Teuthras on a native of Cumae. It is worth mention- 
ing further that in Sen, Herc. fur. 477 some Mss have teutantis, 
like DVN, where they evidently mean Teuthrantis, and that in 
Ovid her. tx 51 Yeuthrantia is corrupted to teuthantia and in 
trist. 11 19 to teutantia also. The verse wants no more change: 
when Baehrens prolegg. p. XXII enquires ‘quid hoc noui est, 
per deos te oro, in unda lympha te teneat?’ we reply that it is 
nothing new at all, any more than I xxii 6 sqq. ‘puluas Etrusca 
...tu nullo miseri contegis ossa solo’ or the similar examples 
collected by Dr Postgate, Select Elegies p. lxviii. 


I xx 25—238. 


hune duo sectati fratres, Aquilonia proles, 
hunc super et Zetes, hunc super et Calais, 

oscula suspensis instabant carpere palmis, 
oscula et alterna ferre supina fuga. 


After the vain attempts of others to make out that palms can 
stand for alis, Hertzberg explains ‘suspensis palmis’ by the 
remark ‘pendere et suspensum esse de omni uolucrum parte 
dicitur’. Perhaps; but when a man walks along the street, 
except he goes on all fours, his ‘ palmae’ are no less ‘ suspensae’ 
than if he flew: in order that cans and Calais may be described 
as flying, the epithet ‘suspensae’ must be applied to some part 
of the body which is not ‘suspensum’ except in flying. Thus 
Statius silu, 1 7 4 with the words ‘ pendentis ungulae’ depicts 
Pegasus as a flying horse: ‘pendentis caudae’ would not have 
that effect. Here instead of palmis v offers plantis, which 
should be accepted even if a conjecture; but a conjecture it 
cannot be unless we are to confess that an interpolator of the 
fifteenth century considered the passage with more attention 
than a long series of modern editors, I would compare Stat. 
Theb. vi 638 sqq. ‘uix campus euntem | sentit, et exilis plantis 
interuenit aer, | raraque non fracto westigia puluere pendent’. 
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11 113, 4, 
cur haec in terris facies humana moratur ? 
Iuppiter, ignoro pristina furta tua. 
‘Jove, ] am ignorant of your old amours’ may be instantly dis- 
missed as nonsense. Hence Broukhusius, Volpi, Huschke and 
Hertzberg render ignoro as ‘nihili aestimo’, taking ‘furta’ to 
mean ‘ puellas amatas’. ignoro has no such meaning: it pos- 
sesses, In some passages quoted by these scholars, the meaning 
‘T disregard ’’ =‘ I refuse to recognise’ possessed by the English 
‘ignore’: it does not possess the meaning ‘I disregard’ = ‘I 
contemn’. When it is proposed to make the verse an interrog- 
ation, and asserted that ‘am I ignorant of your old intrigues, 
Jupiter?’ is Propertius’ way of saying ‘are they myths or 
realities ?’, I can only reply that, if so, it might be Propertius’ 
way of saying anything. There is an end to all these desperate 
devices if we take the ignosco proffered by v and by the second 
hand in N: now that Propertius has seen how beautiful a 
mortal woman can be, he forgives the old amours of Jove with 
the daughters of men. The construction ‘ignosco aliquid ’ 
without an ‘alicui’, like the similar use of ‘inuideo’, is rare 
but not unexampled. sc is confused with r, and some Mss at 
Ovid trist. tv 4 8 give ignoras for ignoscas. 
I xu 17, 18. 


quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medullis ? 
sl puer est alio traice puella tuo. 


puer...puella tuo ON, pudor...tela puer v. The tela of v is 
universally accepted, for the bella of some late Mss will not 
serve ; pudor too is adopted by all modern editors except 
Baehrens and Mueller; but at the end of the verse all read tua. 
Baehrens followed by Mr Lucian Mueller writes ‘1, puer, en 
alio traice tela tua’. I assert that neither this nor the ‘si 
pudor est, alio traice tela tua’ of the vulgate explains the appar- 
ition puella tuo in ON, Such meaningless and unmetrical 
words are no interpolation but a dull and honest mistake: how 
did it arise? The change of tela to puella may have been 
caused it is barely possible, by the puer preceding; but why 
tua, protected by the similar inflexion of tela or puella, should 
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have been altered to two, it is hard to conceive. I shall 
essay to defend the reading of v; and I will begin at the begin- 
ning of the verse. Mr Lucian Mueller impugning ‘si pudor 
est’ says that ‘priorem uersum respicienti non erit dubium 
quin Propertio, si apte uellet loqui, potius fuerit dicendum sz 
sapis’. IL reply by citing an epigram of Martial’s in which the 
phrase is used with precisely the same shade of meaning as 
here: I insert in brackets parallel verses from this elegy of 
Propertius: Mart. x 90 ‘ quid uellis uetulum, Ligella, cunnum? 
[Prop. 17 quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medullis ?] | 
quid busti cineres tui lacessis? [Prop. 20 non ego, sed tenuis 
uapulat umbra mea] | tales munditiae decent puellas [Prop. 19 
intactos isto satius temptare ueneno]...erras, si tibi cunnus hic 
uidetur | ad quem mentula pertinere desit [again Prop. 20 non 
ego sed...umbra mea]. | quare, si pudor est, Ligella, noli | bar- 
bam uellere mortuo leoni’, The formula is employed not 
merely in serious objurgation as at Iuu. mr 153 sq. ‘exeat, 
inquit, | st pudor est, et de puluino surgat equestri’, but in mild 
or playful remonstrance, as at Prop. 1 ix 33 ‘ quare, st pudor est, 
quam primum errata fatere’, Ovid am, Ill 2 23 sq. ‘tua con- 
trahe crura, | st pudor est, ngido nec preme terga genu’, Verg. 
buc, VII 44 ‘ite domum pasti, st guis pudor, ite iuuenci’, Mr L, 
Mueller makes the further objection that ‘nisi antiquitus tra- 
ditum fuisset illud puer, uix ac ne ux quidem in N [et O] pro 
tela scriptum esset puella’; and this is an effective argument 
against the vulgate but will lose all its force if we accept the 
whole reading of v. For then we shall hold that pwer 
was not only ‘antiquitus traditum’ but placed where it had 
much more power to produce puella than at the beginning of 
the verse. In traice tela puer the letters te were lost after ce 
and then added above or in the margin; then from the elements 
puer and la and te the scribe constructed puel-la te and altered 
te to tuo for the metre. The reading of v, if not genuine, is a 
surprisingly subtle conjecture. 


II xxix 35, 36. 


apparent non ulla toro uestigia presso, 
signa uolwptatis, nec iacuisse duos, 
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uoluptatis DV, which is satisfactory enough, and of which the 
uoluntatis found in FN may be a corruption. But f gives 
uolutantis, which is approved by Lipsius and Heinsius and by 
Lachmann, who however thinks it may be a ‘felix error’; and 
so indeed it may. An interpolation it can hardly be, since the 
word and the form are a far less obvious correction of uoluntatis 
than uolwptatis would have been. The postponement of nec (or 
non as O reads) is one of those concessions to metre so frequent 
in Latin pentameters: compare 11 xxi 16 ‘ qualiscumque mihi 
tuque, puella, uale’. Hertzberg objects that the verb uoluto is 
too coarse for the occasion; but this, as Baehrens says, is to 
forget that Cynthia wounded by unjust suspicion is here 
speaking in anger and contempt. 


Iv iv 63, 64. 


et iam quarta canit venturam bucina lucem 
ipsaque in Oceanum sidera lapsa cadunt. 
With lapsa the addition of ‘ipsa’ is senseless: ‘even the stars 
have fallen’: then something else has fallen ; and what is that 
something else? the context gives no reply. lJassa v, which 
immediately invests ‘ipsa’ with a meaning: ‘the stars, weary 
like me’. Compare Sen. Herc. fur. 125 sq. ‘iam rara micant 
sidera prono | languida mundo’. Again in i iii 45, 
dum me iucundis lapsam sopor inpulit alis, 
one enquires ‘ unde quo Japsam ?’ and gets no answer: lassam, 
given by ‘ corr. V ’ (? = v), is intelligible. 

I will now enquire what relation subsists between fv on the 
one hand and N on the other. 

Baehrens prolegg. p. Ix asserts that where Nfv agree 
together N has copied its reading from for v. The assertion 
is baseless, for it is not yet established that even F and V, far 
less f and v, are older than N. And Baehrens himself is con- 
strained to admit immediately afterwards that many of N’s 
readings, where it differs from O, are not derived from f or v 
but from some other source: then why not all? Obviously his 
assertion will not bear serious criticism: it is only a surrept- 
itious attempt to prejudice the reader against N. 

Journal of Philology. vou. xxi. He) 
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Mr Plessis p. 39, opposing Baehrens’ opinion, asserts that 
‘le contraire est certain, si F et V, comme je crois l’avoir établi, 
sont postérieurs d’un siécle et demi a N ’, a characteristic ex- 
ample of Mr Plessis’ ratiocination: because f and v are later 
than N, therefore they are copied from N. This conclusion, to 
judge from the facts which we have just surveyed, is no less 
false than it is irrational; but I pause a moment to signalise the 
futility of the argument with which it is impugned by Mr Leo, 
who says p. 445 that the corrections of f and v are certainly not 
derived from N: ‘satis hoc probat tv 11, 17—76 locus in N 
omissus’. Now the fact is that those verses are absent from 
N simply because the leaf on which they were written is now 
torn out. But assume what this very fact shews to be false: 
assume that N originally omitted them: what would that 
prove ? merely that the readings of f and v in those verses are 
not derived from N. But we knew already, without this proof, 
that hundreds of the readings of f and v in all the four books 
are not derived from N: ‘ permulta’ confesses Mr Leo himself 
‘ab N aliena a correctoribus in V et F interpolata, alia recte 
emendata sunt’. So even when we have granted Mr Leo his 
false premiss we find that it will not help him to his conclusion. 
Yet premiss and conclusion alike are accepted by Mr Solbisky 
p. 172. | 

But from the tedious though necessary task of refuting 
what ought never to have been written I return to the question 
in hand: what relation subsists between fv on the one hand 
and N on the other? In the passages just considered we find f 
or v or both together preserving elements of genuine tradition 
which N does not preserve: here at least then f and v are not 
derived from N. On the other hand at the beginning of this 
treatise we found N preserving elements of genuine tradition 
(I vi 3, 11 v 6, Iv 1 106, iii 55 etc.) which are preserved neither 
by f nor by v: there at least then N is not derived from f or y. 
Therefore, in those places where elements of genuine tradition 
are preserved by Nfv in common, we have no ground for 
supposing either that N derives them from fv or that fv 
derive them from N, 

The simplest hypothesis is that which I have embodied in 
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my stemma codicum : that f and v derive these elements from 
the same lost MS whence N derives them. This supposition is 
consistent with all the facts before us. We have seen that 
Nfyv often present the same genuine reading: that is natural, if 
their source is the same. We have seen that less frequently N 
presents a genuine reading not given by fv, or fv present a 
genuine reading not given by N: that is easily explicable: 
it means that for the nonce N has been copying more carefully 
than fv, or fv more carefully than N, the text of the exemplar. 
If however anyone should prefer to say that f and v derive 
their genuine readings not from the same exemplar as N but 
from another Ms closely resembling it, I should be unable to 
confute his opinion, just as he would be unable to substan- 
tiate it. 


Agreement of V with N. 


I shall here bring together certain passages in which V 
quits DF, its fellow-descendants of O, and ranges itself with N. 

liv 17. hostis si quis erit nobis, amet i/le puellas. le 
NV, ipse DF. vill. me laedit si multa tibi dedit oscula 
mater. laedit Itali, laedet NV,laedes DF. 11x 10. nune aliam 
citharam me mea Musa docet. nune NV, ndque F, nanque D. 
II xii 12. nee quisquam ex illo uulnere sanus abit. alt NV, 
erit DF. i xiv 11. at, dum demissis supplex ceruicibus ibam, 
dicebar sicco uilior esse lacu. dum NV, cum DF. t xx 10. 
sint mea uel Danaes condita membra domo. wel NV, nec DF. 
11 xxii 16. et Phrygis insanos caeditur ad numeros. caeditur 
NV, quaeritur DF. 1 xxx 1, 2. tu licet usque | ad Tanain 
fugias. tanain N, tanaim V, tantam DF. I xxxiv 30, nil 
iuuat in magno wester amore senex. vuester NV, noster DF. 
Il iv 22. me sat erit Sacra plaudere posse Via. sacra NV, 
media DF, 111 v 11,12. hostem | quaerimus atque armis nec- 
timus arma noua, nectimus NV, quaerimus DF. U1 xxiv 38. 
euentum formae disce timere tuae. formae N, V in ras,, 
dominae DF. iv v 39, 40. semper habe morsus circa tua colla 
recentes, | dentibus alterius quos putet esse datos. alterius DF, 
alternis NV. 

8—2 
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Now to consider the meaning of these phenomena. I hold 
that the reading in which D and F, representatives of both 
families, concur, was the reading of O, and that the scribe of V 
has employed for the emendation of his text the same codex Z 
whence N derived so much, or, if you will, another codex closely 
resembling Z. I think it unlikely that this hypothesis, which 
seems at any rate simple and adequate, will encounter much 
opposition; but I may call attention to one circumstance 
which tells strongly in its favour and against the explanation 
which might conceivably be offered, that the dissension between 
V and DF arises from a dittography in their parent O. The 
fact I speak of is this: except in the passage last quoted, 
where the divergency is so minute that it is probably a mere 
accident, the readings given by V are always the true, or at any 
rate the apparently true readings; and this is no slight indic- 
ation that the scribe of V adopted them as I have suggested, 
with the deliberate intention of improving his text. In short I 
can hardly doubt that the fact is as I say; but since from the 
nature of the case no proof 1s possible I have refrained through- 
out the treatise from employing any of these passages to 


support my arguments. 


The vulgar manuscripts. 


I shall here defend the thesis that all the known mss of 
Propertius except NAFDVfv are worthless. So far as most 
of them are concerned this assertion is not denied, or at any 
rate no attempt is made to oppose it by evidence or argument. 
But some have had their champions; and it is the claims of 
these that I now essay to controvert. 

First comes the codex Groninganus and its chief defenders 
Mr Luetjohann and Mr Heydenreich. I should observe that 
these scholars published their defences of this Ms before the 
year 1880, and that possibly they now agree with me that it 
has been superseded by Baehrens’ Mss, just as I agree with 
them that it had some value while Baehrens’ Mss were yet 
unknown. 
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The following are the lections adduced as witnesses to the 
independent value of G by Mr Heydenreich, quaestiones Pro- 
pertianae pp. 38 sq., from the first three books, and by Mr 
Luetjohann, commentationes Propertianae p. 6, from the fourth. 
I pass them singly in review. 

I ii 27—29. 

et quotiens raro duait suspiria motu 
obstipui uano credulus auspicio, 
ne qua tibi insolitos portarent uisa timores, 
duatt G. Easily explicable as a conjecture. 
I viii 21, 22. 
nam me non ullae poterunt corrumpere, de te 
quin ego, uita, tuo limine uerba querar. 
taedae G. Probably wrong; certainly unnecessary. 

I xvi 23, 24. 

me mediae noctes, me sidera plena iacentem, 
frigidaque Eoo me dolet aura gelu. 
prona G. A good, but not a difficult conjecture. 

I xix 5, non adeo leuiter noster puer haesit ocellis. 
nostris G. Given also by v. 

11 xii 18. si puer est alio traice puella tuo. 
pudor...tela twa G. pudor and tela are also given by v; tua, 
I have above’ attempted to shew, is wrong. 


Ii xv 47. nec certe merito poterunt laudare minores. 
haec G. Given also by f. 

It xvi 18. of iubet ex spec tollere dona Tyro. 
ipsa G. An obvious emendation. 

II xvi 33, 34. 

tot iam abiere dies, cum me nec cura theatri 
nec tetigit Campi, nec mea mensa iuuat, 

musa G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


1 pp. 111 sq. 
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Il xxxiv 33. nam rursus licet Aetoli referas Acheloi. 
cursus G, An easy conjecture. 
It xxxiv 59—62. 
me iuuet hesternis positum languere corollis, 
quem tetigit iactu certus ad ossa deus; 
Actia Virgilio custodis litora Phoebi 
Caesaris et fortes dicere posse rates, 
Virgilium G. <A very obvious conjecture, and probably wrong: 
it seems more scientific to retain the dative Vergilio in v. 61 
and write mi lubet...posito in v. 59: when mi lubet was cor- 
rupted to me wuet the scribe changed the adjacent posito into 
the accusative but forgot to alter the distant Vergilio, which 
survives to indicate the truth, 
m1 vy 47. exitus hic uitae superest mihi. 
superet G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


lI xii 85. ueteres arcus lecto renouasse procorum. 
leto G. An obvious conjecture. 


mi xv 3. ut mihi praetexti pudor est uelatus amicus. 
amictus G. Given also by DV. 
I xvu 11, 12. 
semper enim uacuos nox sobria torquet amantes 
spesque timorque animo uersat utroqgue modo. 


animum...utrinque mewm G. LExplicable as a conjecture, and a 
bad conjecture: mewm impairs the sense. The text can be 
emended by the simple substitution of e for o: 

spesque timorque animae uersat utroque modo, 
‘hope and fear toss them to and fro like a wind’: ‘utroque’ is 
the adverb (Ovid rem. 443 ‘secta bipertito cum mens discurrit 
utroque ’), and ‘animae modo’ =‘ aurae ritu’ (Ovid am. Ill 4 14 


‘fulminis ire modo’), 
Iii xvii 30. cwgit Bassaricas Lydia mitra comas. 
cinget G. Given also by v. 







nat xxii 5, 6. 
si te forte iuuant Helles Atbimssaiion eho 
et desiderio, Tulle, mouere meo. 
nec G, Explicable as a conjecture. 

1v i836, hac ubi Fidenas longa erat isse uia. 
ire G, Given also by FDV. 

tv ii 3. Tuscus ego Tuscis orior, | 
ego et G, An obvious metrical emendation: thus other of the 
inferior M88 insert a. 

Iv ii 58, haec spatiis ultima creta meis. 
meta G, An obvious conjecture, but unnecessary and probak 
wrong: oreta is defended by Plin. h. n. vir 42 65 § 160 ‘peracto 
legitimo cursu ad cretam stetere’, 

Iv v 19, 20. 

exorabat opus uerbis ceu blanda perure 
saxosamque ferat sedula culpa uiam. 
‘pererrat G' says Mr Luetjohann. G does not give pererrat, 
which moreover is an absurd reading: it gives perurat, which 
is given also by v, 
Iv vi 65, 66, 
haec summa aeternis queritur liuere catenis 
bracchia nec meritas frigida saxa manus, 
sua maternis G, A most elegant emendation, but not hard to 
find for anyone who was acquainted with the well known story 
of Andromeda. G apparently belongs to the latter half of the 
15th century and was written in Italy, which by that date 
contained many scholars quite capable of the correction, 
| IV vill 68, 69, 
lyygdamus, ad plutei fulera sinistra latens, 
eruitur, geniumque meum protractus adorat. 
prostratus G, Again a good emendation, Mr Luetjohann 
pgues that this can hardly be a conjecture, because there was 
ecessity for altering the text; but Italian Mss of this 
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date are replete with unnecessary alterations, some wrong, 
some right, 


IV vili 77, 78. 


colla caue inflectas ad summum obliqua theatrum, 
aut lectica tuae sudet aperta morae. 

‘sudet G, sidet N; ubi e G scriptura Kochius in symb. ph. B. 
p. 328 haud improbabiliter enucleauit nudet operta’ writes 
Mr Luetjohann. He is mistaken: sudet is given by N, and 
by FDV into the bargain. 

Iv ix 21. dixerat; at sicco torquet sitis ora palato. 
torret G. The alteration is not only unnecessary but detri- 
mental: extreme thirst, as is well known, distorts the mouth 
into a grin, 

Iv ix 22. terraque non ullas feta ministrat aquas. 
festa G, whence Mr Luetjohann would read tosta with Keil. It 
is true that feta is obscure and ftosta appropriate; but the 
emendation is quite uncertain, and no editor has yet adopted it. 


Iv ix 38, Alciden terra suscepta uocat. 
recepta G. Given also by FDY. 


To these examples I add one more, put forward by Mr 
Ellis p. 893: 11 ii 21, 22. 
et sua cum antiquae committit scripta Corinnae 
carminaque guiwis non putat aequa suis. 
lyrnes G, whence Volscus conjectured Hrinnes. Admitting for 
the sake of argument that the conjecture is right, I remark 
that G displays no peculiar merit, since v gives lyrines which is 
nearer yet, 

We see then that the proofs of G’s sincerity adduced by its 
defenders are ineffectual. They fall into three classes: readings 
which are false; readings which are explicable as conjectures ; 
and readings which are given not only by G but by one or 
other of the witnesses NAFDVfv. Is it asked, Why may not 
G, in respect of the readings which it shares with NAFDVfv, be 
just as sincere as are NAFDVfv in respect of the readings 
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which they share with G? the answer is ready to hand in the 
simple fact that, while NAFDVfv give scores of sincere readings 
which are not in G, G gives no sincere reading which is not in 
one or other of NAFDVfy. This fact of course has only one 
explanation: G is derived from these Mss, or from some of 
them or from one of them, and possesses no genuine element 
drawn from any other source. The particular Ms from which 
G does im point of fact derive the greater number of its 
readings is V corrected by v, as has been already observed by 
Baehrens prolegg. p. x. 

Next I come to the Cuiacianus or Perusinus, perhaps the 
worst Ms of Propertius in the world. It was written at Perugia 
in 1467, came into the possession of Cujas, was lent by him to 
Scaliger, exerted a deleterious influence on Scaliger’s recension, 
and then disappeared from sight: for some two hundred and 
fifty years it remained ‘inrepertum et sic melius situm’, till in 
1874 Mr Palmer had the ill luck to discover it in the library 
of a friend. The following are the passages, few enough, in 
which he has accepted its readings or built conjectures on them. 

1 xx 52, formosum nymphis credere wisus Hylam. 
rursus P in marg., whence Mr Palmer elicits the admirable 
emendation which I have accepted in my previous discussion of 
the passage?: mi wis perdere rursus. But rursus is given also 
by v. 

11 vi 20. nutritus duro, Romule, lacte lupae. 
dwrae P. Given also by F. 

Il xiii 55, 56. 

illis formosum iacuisse paludibus, illuc 
diceris effusa tu, Venus, isse coma. 
lawisse P, Explicable as a conjecture and accepted by no 
modern edjtor but Mr Palmer. 
1 xiv 15, 16. 
atque utinam non tam sero mihi nota fuisset 
condicio! cinert nunc medicina datur. 
1 pp. 105 sq. 


__ kt P 
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emeriti P, whence Mr Palmer proposes ‘ emerito cineri nunc’ cet., 
an alteration which deprives the hexameter of all relevant 
sense. The reading of P is due to the fact that cineri and 
emeri are palaeographically almost identical. 

It xxxil 45, | 

haec eadem ante wlam inpune et Lesbia fecit. 

illam iam P. An obvious and perhaps unnecessary conjecture. 
The mss offer two more examples, 11 xv 1 and m1 vii 49, of: hiatus 
at the vaesura, 

It xxxili 11, 12. 

a quotiens quernis laesisti frondibus ora, 
mansisti stabulis abdita pasta tuis. 

abhita P, whence Mr Palmer brilliantly recovers the truth: 
‘mandisti et stabulis arbita pasta tuis’. I have fully admitted 
above’ that abbita is a most extraordinary freak and has all the 
tokens of sincerity if considered in itself. But a freak and no 
more we are in reason bound to deem it, when we find it 
absolutely alone in a wilderness of depravity. 


Iv ii 11, 12. 
haecne marita fides et pactae iam mihi noctes, 
cum rudis urgenti bracchia uicta dedi. 
This reading of P is accepted by Mr Palmer. If there is any- 
thing in my discussion of the passage above’, the sense is 
unsatisfactory ; nor are the variations hae sunt pactae mihi and 
et parce auia easily deduced from this original. 
IV xi 21, 22. 
assideant, fratrem iuxta Minoia sella, ef 
Eumenidum intento turba seuera foro. 
So Mr Palmer, taking sella et from P. It is given also by V, 
and is wrong: ef is placed at the end of an hexameter by the 
satiric poets alone (Lachmann on Lucr, 11 502). 

In these passages only has even Mr Palmer assigned any 
weight to the readings of the Perusinus. The Perusinus then 
is judged. 

1 yol. xx1 pp. 111 aq. ? vol, xxr pp. 148 sq. 








Rohan © ae Bealeginiee sD pstien is ter Ploiertleae 
words I transcribe becamse such things must be sen to be 
believed: they occur on p 41 of his Gudes critiques sur Properce. 
‘Je trouve que le Hamburgensis n'est guére inféricur aux 
manuserits de M Bachrens et que Hertzberg n'avait pes tort de 
Tadmettre dans sa récension. M_ Bachrens lui-méme accorde au 
Hamburgensis une mention honorable [I] dit que, parmi les 
manustrits contenant Catalle et Tibulle avec Properre, c'est le 
seul qui mérite Tre até [what Bachrens says is “fortasse 
memorari meretar’] parce quil est transcrit d'aprés F ayant, 
il est vrai, d&ja& souffert des corrections Cette dernmiére ar- 
constance diminue le valeur du Hamburgensis aux yeux de 
M. Bachrens, qui nen reléve les variantes que de loin en lom avec 
celles d'autres manuscrits interpolés, sous le signe commun ¢ ; 
faprés Topinion de M. Léo et la mienne sur AFDYV, le copiste 
de H a, au contraire, bien fait de tenir compte des corrections 
de F. 
from F, and yet would have us receive it into our apparatus 
It remaims only to notice the assertion of Mr Leo, p 447, 
where after extolling N as the mainstay of Propertian criticism 
he proceeds ‘librarii errores arguere ualelit e melionbus 
uulgaris notae libris quicumque eligetur. uerum AFDV 
omnino nihil valent’. We have just tried and condemned the 
any recent critic. When Mr Leo specifies his selections it will 
be possible to examine their merits: till then it must suffice to 
say that I have scrutimised the mass of critical material collected 
by Burmann and Hertzberg without discovering a fragment of 
genuine tradition unknown to us from NAFDVfv". 

1 This ic the place to speak az I ome of its readings in « number of 
promise], vol. mm p. 101, of the mss = paseages which I selected a: testa 
to which Mr Hostus has called aiten- Mr Hosius’ estimate seems aliogether 

m aimee this treatise was written. correct: the ws is one from which we 

_eciistion of bis Nespolitanus 268 8 shall get nothing mew: at the uimost 

obtained by Dr Postgate, it may help to settle the tradition of 
been kind enough to inform the family AF when A is absent and 
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CONCLUSION. 


I hope that I have now made good the promises with which 
I set out. It has been demonstrated, against Baehrens, that N 
contains a genuine element which AFDV do not contain’, and 
it has been demonstrated, against Messrs Solbisky Plessis and 
Weber, that this genuine element in N is not derived from the 
archetype of AFDV but from an independent source* whence f 
and v have also derived a genuine element not possessed by 
AFDV:*. It has further been shewn that N contains a second 
element drawn from a MS of the family AF, and a third and 
smaller element drawn from a MS of the family DV‘. It has 
been demonstrated, against Mr Leo, that AFDV contain a 
genuine element which N does not contain’, and it has been 
demonstrated, against Mr Solbisky, that the two families AF 
and DV deserve equal credence as witnesses to the reading of 
their archetype O°. It has been shewn also that each one 
of the four codices AFDV preserves fragments of truth peculiar 
to itself’. 

It is proved therefore that the cardinal Mss are related 
to one another as I asserted in my second thesis. Hence follows 
as a necessary consequence the truth of my first thesis: that 
the seven authorities NAFDVfy are independent witnesses and 
must all be employed if we would reconstruct the Propertian 
archetype. 


F dissents from N. The same may be 
said of another new mus, Holkhamicus 
$33, an account of which was read 
by Dr Postgate before the Cambridge 
Philological Society on May 11. I 
expect more from Mr Hosius’ Vrbinas 
641 and from a closely similar Paris 


codex, the Memmianus of Passerat, 


my knowledge of which I owe to Dr 
Postgate. These two mss are akin to 
N and on the whole decidedly inferior 
to it; but I think it possible that they 
here and there preserve the Z element 


even better. I base this opinion chiefly 
on the Tarpeiius quoted from both at 
tv i 7: another example will be their 
seloni at Iv 1 31 if my conjecture seueri 
is true. 

1 vol. xx1 pp. 110 aqq. 

3 vol, xx1 pp. 135—138. 

3 pp. 105—115. 

* pp. 95—98, 

5 vol. xxx pp. 149 sqq. 

® vol. xx pp. 168 sqq. 

7 pp. 99—1065, 

















Or other of these whence it follows that 
from these, and are therefore to he cast asid 


In my stemma codicum, following the | . 
have expressed the threefold origin of Nim the am siphon San 
by three lines converging on that us from its three | 7 
am not however to be understood as implying PRE 
copied directly from these: that indeed I think ineredible- but 
since it is impossible to say how many steps separate N from 
conjectural and almost certainly wrong Here ho I will 
formed Let os imagine a codex ao of the family AF: th 
hand a eodex 8 of the family DV to which he turns for help 
when a puzzles him: thus equipped he executes a copy whiel 
has an unmistakable air of high antiquity, and he att 
copies thence a great number of readings into his own a 
jast aa v has copied a great number of them into V. Then 
comes @ scribe who employs y as his exemplar and, in transerit 
ing it, incorporates in his copy the readings of Z appearing in 
the Groninganus, in transcribing V, has incorporated many of 
the readings of v. The copy thus formed is our N. All this is 
a mere flight of the imagination; but my aim is to leave 
nothing obscure, and to shew that, although we cannot trace 
how the confluence into N of the three streams of tradition 
actually care to pass, that confluence itself is a matter of no 
difficulty, 

It will be observed that in discussing the merits and the 
faulte of N I have eschewed all reference to the vexed question 

1 pp. 116—124. 
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of its date. This I have done for two reasons. First, the date 
of N, being still in dispute, cannot legitimately be made the 
foundation of an argument. Secondly, the date of N is im- 
material to our estimate of its worth. If it were proved to 
belong, as Messrs Keil and Plessis contend, to the 12th 
century, that would indeed confute Baehrens’ estimate of it ; 
but then I think I have confuted Baehrens’ estimate already 
without this help, If on the other hand it were proved to be 
written, as Baehrens contends, later than 1430, that fact would 
not one whit discredit the proofs of its sincerity amassed in 
these pages, because those proofs are intrinsic. I myself how- 
ever incline, I confess, to suspect that N is not earlier than the 
15th century, for the following reason. Mr Lucian Mueller 
praef. p. 1X, while conceding that its handwriting in some 
respects though not in all resembles that of the 12th or even 
the 11th century, has the words ‘quid quod ipsae membranae 
saeculum XV potius quam XIII referre uidebantur?’; and 

_ Baehrens too prolegg. p. VIII says ‘certe ipsae cartae non 
priores saeculo xv’. Now this statement, true or false, has 
never been contradicted. Mr Plessis devotes a whole. chapter, 
pp. 6—18, to this Ms: he has much to say on the antique 
aspect of its writing; but not by one word does he so much as 
attempt to refute the assertion that the parchment on which it 
is written is of the 15th century. If then I give, as I am 
bound to give, equal credence to the two parties in the dispute, 
I must deem the date assigned to N by Mueller and Baehrens | 
the more probable; since it seems easier for a man living in 
the 15th century to imitate the writing of the 12th than 
for a man living in the 12th to imitate the writing materials 
of the 15th. 


Which is the best ms of Propertius? There is no best Ms 
of Propertius. But if we were compelled to choose two Mss, and 
to construct our text from them alone, the choice would be easy: 
they should be N and D, because they best supply one another’s 
defects. D is not only the best representative of the family 
DV but it is the best representative of O; for, though the 
family AF is quite equal to the family DV, neither A nor F 
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represents its family so well as D represents the other, since A 
is mutilated and F is carelessly written by an illiterate man. 
N on the other hand, exceedingly untrustworthy as a represent- 
ative of O, contains a large element of truth derived from Z to 
which D had no access, and moreover has drawn even from O, 
through the family AF, a great deal which serves to supplement 
the testimony of D. Possessing these two Mss we should still 
lack many true readings of the family AF which F alone 
f or v; but no other two mss would leave us lacking so little. 


To conclude: I design this treatise for a defence of eclecticism, 
but of eclecticism within scientific bounds.) The student of an 
ancient text has two enemies. There is the devotee of system 
who prefers simplicity to truth, and who having half learnt 


witnesses without ascertaining if they were really the inform- 
ants of the rest, constructs a neat apparatus at whatever cost 
to the text of his hapless author, and seeks to overawe the 
timid by sonorous talk about ‘sanae artis praecepta omnia’; 
and there is the born hater of science who ransacks Europe for 
waste paper that he may fill his pages to half their height with 
the lees of the Italian renascence, and then by appeals to the 
reader's superstition would persuade him to hope without 
reason and against likelihood that he will gather grapes of 
thorns and figs of thistles. Here is my attempt to fortify 
against delusion on either hand the student of at least one 
Latin author, 


A. E. HOUSMAN. 





THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CORINTHIAN WAR. 


THE dates for the beginning and end of the Corinthian 
War are well established, the first by the "eclipse of August 14, 
394, the second by the *consensus of evidence that the Peace of 
Antalcidas, which ended the war, was concluded in the archon- 
ship of Theodotus, July 387—July 386. The eclipse fixes 
first the date of the outbreak of the war in the preceding year, 
in which *campaign Lysander was slain at Haliartus; and 
secondly the dates of the sea-fight at Cnidus, a few days before 
the eclipse; of the battle of Coronea a short time after the 
eclipse; and also of the battle of Corinth, which was fought 
a few weeks earlier, about the end of the ‘archonship of 
Diophantus, June 394. The chronology of the subsequent 
events has been much disputed owing to the vagueness of the 
marks of time given by Xenophon and the palpable mistakes of 
Diodorus: a difference indeed of as much as two years appears 
in the various arrangements, advocated by different chronologists, 
some placing the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates 
in 392, others in 390, according as they date the biennial 
Isthmian games mentioned by *Xenophon. Grote’s view, which 
adopts the later year, seems on the whole to be the more 
probable, and to have the support of what little additional 
evidence has been collected since his time. 

The prime difficulty is due to the fact that Xenophon has 
chosen to narrate the events of the war by land and by sea in 


1 Xen. Hell. iv. 3. 10. Further 2 Aristides ii. 370. Diodorus xiv. 
references to Xen. Hell. are denoted Polyb. i. 6. 
by the nomber of the book, chapter, * iii, 5. 19, 
and section only, Lysias, Arist. 28. 4 Aristides ii, 370. 
® iv. 5. 1, 


Journal of Philology. vow, xx. 9 
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the limitation, however, that he treats only of raw zpafear 
td akvoprqpoverrous. The problem is therefore so to combime 
these two sections and harmonize them with the scattered 
statements of other authorities, as to evolve a tolerably self 
omaistent scheme of chronology. 

At the end of the campaign of 394 nc_, *Agesilaus, we are 
told, disbanded his army and sailed home; and *Conon, while 
blockading the Hellespont, collected ships for the ensuing 
campaign. Accordingly next spring (393) Conon and Pharna- 
AENEAN TE 
of Corinth, whole thor fonad 2: newbor of site: sasaki 
prosecute the war with Sparta. ‘*Pharnabazus urged them to 
act vigorously, leaving with them at the same time a consider- 
able sum of money, and then sailed homewards. On the way, 
however, Conon persuaded him to allow him to stay with the 
fleet, at Athens, and to provide him with money for the purpose 
of rebuilding the Long Walls and the fortifications of Pireus. 
Thus was Conon enabled to do this great service to his country. 
That all these events, including at least the beginning of the 
rebuilding of the Long Walls, must have taken place before 
July 393, is proved by an ‘inscription recently discovered at 
Athens, which records the hiring of artizans by Conon for this 


1 iv. 4. 19: iv. 8. 23. Telentias’ 5 iv. 8. 7. 
ships, * iv. 8. 8. 

‘iv, 4. 1. This happened some 5 CIA. ii. 830. Kohler, Mitth. d. 
srr Ap Rl gta 2 eed) eea d. Archiio. Instit. in Athen, iii. 1878, 
ember): ef. lv. 3,21 with Plut. Agesil. p. 60, and Wachsmath, Kiinigl. siich- 
1, sisch. Gesell. 1887, p. 372, 
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purpose in the archonship of Eubulides, July 394 to July 393. 
With the Persian gold the 'Corinthians also found the means 
to equip a fleet, with which they gained the mastery over the 
Corinthian Gulf and maintained it, notwithstanding the efforts 
of the Lacedemonians to dispossess them, until Teleutias 
(apparently in the following year 392/391) succeeded to the 
command of the Lacedzmonian ships and asserted once more 
the Lacedemonian supremacy. 

So far all is clear: now comes the first difficulty. Are the 
dissensions and battles at Corinth narrated by Xenophon in iy. 
4 to be put before or after the visit of Conon and Pharnabazus? 
*Grote argues with great force that they are to be put after- 
wards. He maintains that on the first outbreak of the war in 
395, ‘when they received money from Tithraustes, and again, 
in 393, when they received money from Pharnabazus, the 
Corinthians were zealous in carrying on the war and had no 
reasons for discontent; whereas the discontents spoken of in 
iv. 4. 1 could only have arisen from causes, which “took effect 
after a long continuance—the hardships of the land-wars, the 
losses of property and slaves, the jealousy towards Attica and 
Beeotia as being undisturbed, &e.” At least the summer of 393 
must therefore be allowed, wherein the ravages complained of 
may have taken place; so that, if ‘Kirchner’s conjecture as to 
the date of the °Euclea, based upon the analogy of the 
Corcyrean Calendar, be accepted, the massacre of the oligarchs 
must have happened about February 392. Then Praxitas 
gained his victory within the walls of Corinth in the summer of 
the same year, and at the end of the campaign large arma- 
ments “were given up on both sides, and the contending 
parties henceforward limited themselves to harassing each 
other with mercenary forces stationed at Corinth and Sicyon 
respectively. In the same year may be placed the ’exploits of 
Iphicrates’ peltasts at Phlius and in Arcadia, and the rebuilding 


1 iy, 8. 10, 11, be a still stronger confirmation of 
2 ix. 152. Grote’s view. 
* iii, 5. 1, f iv. 4,9, 


4 De Andocidis que fertur tertid 6 iv. 4. 14. 
oratione, p.10. Could more reliance 7 iv. 4. 15—18. 
be placed on this conjecture, it would 
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af the Loug Walls of Corinth with the help of the Athenians 
Ageilans first invasive of Arges, the event next ‘recorded by 
Xeasphon, thus fills naturally at the epening of the 

of 391—a date confirmed by * Andvetdes, who apparently m the 
winter of 392—391 speaks of the war as having contmeed four 
years (Le. 305—392) and of the Argolis bemg as yet unravaged. 
It i= to be moted that Diedorus (xiv. 97) alse speaks of an 
tevaston of the Argos by Agesilam: im the archonship of 
Nicoteles 391/390: but he represents Agesilaus a: returning 
immediately to Sparta, instead of marching cnwards, as 
Xenophon relates, to the Isthmas, so that not too much stress 
action of Agesilaus and Teleutias This brings us ‘next 


















' #7. 4. 19. invasion im 391), were eager for the 
Sef De Pace B1S—D Ek weme war to contieee 98 At ths moment 


subject of dispute with Sparta; whereas quent fear of Persia. 

the Argives, secured by their warpla * iv. 4. 19 and iv. 8. 11. 
and lila elpfen from all ravaging of 4 iy. 5, 1. 

their country (i.e. before Agesilaus’ 
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(é« tovrov) to Agesilaus’ expedition against Corinth at the time 
of the ‘Isthmian Games (c. April 390), shortly after which 
occurred the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates at 
the time of the Hyacinthian Festival (midsummer). This latter 


date is indirectly confirmed by the passage already referred to 


in Andocides De Pace (§ 37), where the orator states that 


though the war has continued four years, the Spartans had 


as yet suffered no reverse by land—a statement which would 
have been quite impossible after this victory of Tphicrates. 

It is natural to suppose that Agesilaus’ campaign against 
the Acarnanians, which * Xenophon next relates, belongs to the 
following year, though there is no reason, except its order in his 
narrative, why it should not be put a year later, i.e. 388: for the 
only marks of time that the historian gives (§ 12 76 petorwpor 
and 7 § 1 wapedOovtos rod yetwovos) do nothing towards 
fixing the year. Similarly Agesilaus’ invasion of the Argolis, 
which happened *é« tovrov, may be equally well assigned to 
388 or 387. 

So much for the chronology of the events by land. 

The chronology of the events by sea is still more difficult 
owing to the fact already mentioned, that Xenophon only 
professes to make a selection of the most important events (iv. 
8, 1—v. 1,35). How far he has narrated them in chronological 
order, and how far he has grouped them together for purposes 
of convenience in narrating, is in many cases impossible to 
discover. Little help can be gained from other sources, Dio- 
dorus gives practically none: his unreliability is abundantly 
evident from two palpable mistakes that he makes in the 
course of this period (not to mention others); (a) Diphridas, ‘he 
says in contradiction to Xenophon, commanded in Asia before 
and not after Thibron; (b) he leaves, obviously by accident, a 
whole year blank between *Thrasybulus’ setting out to the 
Hellespont and his death at Aspendus, Fortunately Polybius 

1 If this expedition be referred 393—891. 
(with Clinton, Dodwell, Breitenbach, —* iv, 6. 1—14. 
&e,) to 392, then all the events # iv. 7. 2. 
hitherto spoken of have to be crowded 4 xiv. 97—99. cf. Xen. Hell, iv, 
into the single year 393 instead of 8, 21. 
being spread over the three years S xiv. J4—O9, 
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Ponta filled the office for three years, notwithstanding 


the law mentic ia HOU SerLth dees toe wekee was aaa 
not be admiral more than once. In 406—405, however, the 
Spartans, Beloch reminds us, evaded this law by making 
Lysander secretary, instead of admiral, Aracus being merely the 
nominal commander-in-chief, and next year Lysander again — 
appears as the de facto commander-in-chief of the fleet, what- 
ever may have been his title. Similarly, therefore, though in 
the course of the Corinthian War Teleutias appears on three 

te occasions as the commander of the Spartan fleet, it is 
noticeable that the title of vavapyos is only actually applied to 
him by ‘Xenophon on the third and last. Of Teleutias’ several 








commands something will be said hereafter, but under these - 


assumptions, which in several points, as will appear, are in- 
cidentally confirmed, the various dates in the maritime war can 
be fixed with some degree of apparent accuracy. The method 
might indeed be extended with advantage to the Athenian 
generals mentioned in the period, who in the regular course 
of things, entered upon office about midsummer also (i.e. 1 of 
Hecatombzon). In their case however there is the further 
difficulty, that they were ten in number and often re-elected in 
successive years. Still on one or two occasions this date of 
their entrance upon office enters as a factor into the problem. 
How then does Beloch arrive at his list of Spartan admirals ? 
In Hell. iv. 8. 11 we are told that Podanemus was put in 
command of a fleet to counteract the Corinthian fleet, which had 
been equipped with the gold of Pharnabazus in 393 B.c. This 
cannot have occurred till after midsummer, so that Podanemus’ 
year of office must have been 393/392. Podanemus was however 
slain, and succeeded first by his secretary Pollis, who, being 
wounded, was in his turn succeeded by Herippidas. If then 
we suppose, that at midsummer Teleutias replaced Herippidas in 
the ordinary way, although Xenophon does not on this occasion 
call him vavapyos, we then get an important synchronism 
between the series of events by sea and land. For this would 
make Teleutias’ year to have been 392/391, and it appears 
from the dates for the war by land already arrived at, that it 
1vy.1, 13. 





~~ 


was in the spring of 391 that Teleutias captured the docks of 
Lecheum on the same day that his brother Agesilaus re-took 
the Long Walls of Corinth (Hell. iv. 4. 19). 

Xenophon nowhere says that Kcdicus (iv. 8. 20) was Te- 
leutias’ immediate successor. Can it be proved that he was? 
Beloch thinks that it can be by reckoning backwards from 
Antalcidas, whose year can be fixed with something like cer- 
tainty to 388/387. For the Peace negotiated by him cannot 
for the reasons alleged by Clinton (F. H. sub anno) be put very 
late in the archonship of Theodotus, nor yet very early, as 
appears from the inscription about Clazomene already alluded 
to (CIA. 14b). Further it appears from Xenophon’s narrative 
that the negotiations were carried on by Antalcidas during his 
year of office. Out of that time his journey to Susa and back, 
and his business there, cannot have occupied less than six 
months, and he appears in active command of his fleet both 
before and after his journey. On his return to the coast of the 
Aegean he found a contingent of Syracusan and Italian ships 
ready to help him, which, under the conditions of ancient 
navigation, cannot have reached the Hellespont before May. 
He then captured eight Athenian ships, and further collected 
a fleet of eighty ships, with which he obtained so complete 
a command over the Hellespont that the Athenians in alarm 
became once more eager for peace. Finally a congress of Greek 
deputies met (probably at Sardis) to consider the terms offered 
by the King of Persia, and after this some considerable interval 
must have elapsed between this congress and the final ac- 
ceptance of the Peace by the various Greek states about Nov, 
387. All these proceedings must have required many months, 
so that, as Antalcidas seems to have undertaken his journey 
to Susa shortly after he entered upon bis office, his year of 
command must, beyond all reasonable doubt, have been 388/387. 
His immediate predecessor was the admiral Hierax (vy. 1. 3, 6), 
whose secretary was Gorgopas, and whose year must evidently 
have been 389/388, In that passage Xenophon relates with 
some detail under what circumstances Hierax took over the 
fleet from Teleutias; and in the previous chapter (iv. 8, 23) 
how Teleutias had in his turn succeeded or rather perhaps 
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superseded the admiral Ecdicus. It seems therefore legitimate 
to infer that Teleutias must at any rate, whether he was 
entitled vavapyos or not, have held the ordinary year’s com- 
mand 390/389; while, if he superseded Eedicus a few months 
after the latter’s appointment, as an attempt will be made to 


show, he must then have been de facto commander-in-chief 


of the Spartan fleet for more than eighteen months. This 
would make Ecdicus’ year of office to be 391/390; whence it 
follows from what has already been stated, that Ecdicus in his 
turn must have been Teleutias’ immediate successor, shortly 
after the latter's capture of Lechzeum in the early summer of 
391. 

The list of Spartan admirals having been thus arrived at, 
the remaining events of the maritime war can be arranged with 
comparative ease. 

393/392. Podanemus, admiral; Pollis, secretary. 

Certain skirmishes of which Xenophon ‘gives no details, 
except the death of Podanemus and the wounding of Pollis, 
whereupon the command was taken by Herippidas, took place 
this year in the Corinthian Gulf. 

392/391. Teleutias, admiral(?), 

A priori and on the analogy of Lysander it would be natural 
to suppose that Teleutias was regularly appointed admiral this 
year, and that afterwards owing to his distinguished services 
and as the brother of King Agesilaus he was on the two subse- 
quent occasions irregularly appointed to the supreme command. 
In the absence of all direct evidence however this must be left 
as an open question, 

This summer (392) Antalcidas’ *attempt to bring about a 
general peace among the contending Greek states in the name 
of Tiribazus, the Persian satrap at Sardis, failed owing to the 
opposition of Athens, Thebes, and Argos. 

In the autumn *Tiribazus, having first arrested Conon, who 


had come as envoy to his court to represent Athenian interests 


against Antalcidas, repaired to the Persian Court at Susa. 
After his arrival the Persian king sent down Struthas to 


1 iv. 8. 11, * iv. 8. 12—15, 7 iv. 8. 16, 17, 
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two commanders had done anything of importance within the 
year, Xenophon would, according to the principle which he 
laid down for himself in iv. 8. 1, have simply skipped over the 
interval. Still it seems to be more consistent with Xenophon’s 
narrative here, and, as will appear hereafter, with the exploits 
of Thrasybulus, who was sent out against Teleutias, and of 
his successors, to suppose that the Spartan government, con- 
trasting the victorious energy of Teleutias at Lecheum in the 
spring with the unsuccessful inactivity of Ecdicus at Cnidus, 
decided to supersede the regular admiral after a few months 
only of his command had expired. If this hypothesis be correct, 
Teleutias must have sent Ecdicus home in the autumn of 391, 
and must have continued for some twenty months or more 
(just like Lysander in 405, 404 B.c.) de facto admiral of the 
Spartan fleet, whatever his title may have been. Soon after 
his arrival (i.e. late autumn of 391) Teleutias sailed to Rhodes 
and on the way ‘captured an Athenian squadron, which had 
been despatched under Philocrates to assist Hvagoras in Cyprus. 
The Athenians thereupon made great exertions to counteract 
the activity of Sparta in the eastern Aegean, and sent a fleet 
of 40 vessels under Thrasybulus the Stirian to help the Rhodian 
democrats. Most of the winter of 391/390, we may well assume, 
was occupied in equipping this fleet, so that Thrasybulus pro- 
bably sailed in the spring of 390. For fear of Teleutias how- 
ever he directed his course to the Hellespont, where among 
other things he succeeded in winning over Byzantium to the 
Athenian side and in imposing the toll upon vessels passing 
through the Bosporus once more for the benefit of Athens, 

390/389. Teleutias, de facto admiral. 

*Diodorus, as it has already been said, chronicles these 
operations of Thrasybulus under the two years 392 and 3590, 
leaving by some mistake the intervening year a blank. Now it 
appears from Lysias (orr. 28 and 29), Demosthenes (pp. 475 and 
1302), and various inscriptions, as well as from Xenophon and 
Diodorus, that Thrasybulus’ successes were wide and far-reaching 
in their results, so that his operations may well have extended 
over two years or rather parts of two years. Probably therefore 

1 iy. 8. 24. * xiv. 94, 97. 
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he spent the whole of the summer of 390 on the Hellespont and 
Bosporus, and the winter months at Lesbos, and undertook the 
disastrous raid upon Aspendus in which he lost his life in the 
spring of 389, ie. in the latter half of the archonship of Demos- 
tratus. Diodorus, it will be noticed, also puts his death in the 
archonship of Demostratus, meaning thereby, however, our 
year 390. Still he is by no means particular under which year 
he arranges his events, so that the coincidence noted 1s some 
small confirmation of the present arrangement of events, especi- 
ally as the date might very well have been recorded on his 
tomb at Athens, which Pausanias (i. 29. 3) tells us that he saw, 
and so have passed into the writings of Diodorus’ authorities. 

Beloch puts Thrasybulus’ expedition a year later for two 
reasons: (1) because he had Teleutias opposed to him, and 
Teleutias in Beloch’s list of Spartan admirals is for the year 
390/389; and (2) because Aristophanes in the Plutus (549), 
which was acted in the early months of 388, says— 

ovxotv Simro Ths wrwyelas weviav dapey elvas adedrpyy; 

ipeis ty oitrep Kai OpacuBovrAw Aroviciov elvar bporov. 
—and has no allusions to the disastrous fate of the expedition. 
The first of Beloch’s reasons has already been dealt with. The 
second carries but little weight, not only because the political 
allusions in the play are extremely scanty, but also because the 
verse in question, which Beloch asserts must prove that Thrasy- 
bulus was still living, seems to have just as much meaning 
whether he were alive or dead. 

If then the spring of 389 be adopted as the date of Thrasy- 
bulus’ death, the succeeding events follow in the order narrated 
by Xenophon: whereas Beloch, assuming the spring of 388 
to be the date of his death, has to suppose that Xenophon, 
after in iv. 8. 31 recording the despatch of Agyrrhius, Thrasy- 
bulus’ successor, goes back in v. 1. 1, without a word of explana- 
tion, to the events of 389, 

389/388. Hierax, admiral; Gorgopas, secretary. 

Of this year’s generals the Athenians sent out ‘Agyrrhius to 
take the command of Thrasybulus’ ships, which had retreated 
to Rhodes; Iphicrates, the mercenary leader (there is no need 

1 iv. 8.31. Diod. xiv, 99, 
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to suppose that he had been regularly elected’ otparnyés), to 
counteract the measures, which the Lacedemonians were taking 
to undo Thrasybulus’ work upon the Hellespont; and *Pam- 
philus to put a stop to the piracy of the Aeginetans. After an 
encounter with Pamphilus at Aegina, Teleutias was superseded 
by Hierax, the regular admiral for the year, *Hierax at once 
sailed to Rhodes, leaving his secretary Gorgopas behind ‘at 
Aegina, who for five months besieged Pamphilus in a fortress, 
which the Athenians had built upon the island: whereupon 
the Athenians removed Pamphilus and his troops. Aristo- 
phanes in the Plutus (c, Feb. 388) has an obscure allusion 
to Agyrrhius (v. 176, ef. Eccles. 184), and apparently to some 
legal process going on against a Pamphilus (v. 174), who may 
very reasonably be identified with the unsuccessful general at 
Aegina. 

388/387. Antalcidas, admiral ; Nicolochus, secretary. 

After their removal of Pamphilus, the Athenians began 
once more to suffer from the depredations of the Aeginetans ; 
so now they equipped a new squadron under Eunomus, pro- 
bably one of the new generals for the year, against them. 
Shortly afterwards the new Spartan admiral Antalcidas arrived 
at Aegina. 

The remaining events of the war seem to present little 
chronological difficulty. Antalcidas took Gorgopas with him as 
escort from Aegina to Ephesus, whence he immediately sent 
him back again, at the same time that he despatched his secre- 
tary Nicolochus to Abydos to succeed Anaxibius, who had been 
defeated and slain by Iphicrates in the previous year. Gorgopas 
on his return voyage *fell in with Kunomus, drove him back to 
Aegina, and next day defeated him, capturing four of his ships. 
Shortly afterwards however he was himself defeated by Chabrias, 
who was on his way to Cyprus to help Evagoras. *Eteonicus 
was apparently appointed to succeed Gorgopas at Aegina. 
These events may all very well have occurred before or during 
the autumn of 388. Xenophon then goes on to say é« 8 tovrou 


ot Aaxedaipovio. TedXeutiay ad éxméurovow éml ta’ras tas 


1 iv. 8. 31; vy. 1.1, 2. 3 vy. 1. 7—9. 
> ¥. 1.5, 4 vy, 1. 13, 
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vais vavapyov. Beloch here interprets vatapyos in his usual 
way, and is therefore obliged to suppose that the operations of 
Teleutias recorded in the following sections (13—24) belong to 
the year 387/386, and that they are thus inserted by Xenophon 
out of their chronological order: for in § 25 Xenophon goes 
back to speak of Antalcidas, who appears to be still im his year 
of office (i.e. 388/387). Moreover Beloch sees a confirmation of 
this view in the mention (§ 23) of odxadas yeuovoas...ctrov, 
arguing that this must be the corn of the harvest of 387, which 
they were conveying to Athens in the autumn of that year. 
Surely however these merchantmen may have been just as 
well conveying in the spring of 387 the stored corn of the 
harvest of 388; indeed after that Antalcidas had regained the 
command of the Hellespont in the spring or early summer of 
387 there could have been no corn-ships sailing round the 
promontory of Sunium. And as for the title of vavapyos it is 
much simpler to suppose with Breitenbach (cf. not, ad loc.) 
that the designation vavapyos is here specially limited by the 
addition é7i ravTas tas vais, and that the Spartans, in the 
year of Antalcidas, were merely once more (av) availing them- 
selves of the services of their hitherto only successful com- 
mander at sea. In fact a continuous reading of Xenophon’s 
narrative, especially § 20 éxeivos (Teleutias) yap évomiurev 
apedéatepov ev Exe Tods ‘AOnvalous mepl ro év TO Aupeve 
vautixov Topy@ma amodwdoTos, seems almost to necessitate 
this hypothesis; whereas according to Beloch’s reckoning 
Gorgopas’ death must have occurred nearly a twelyemonth 
before these exploits of Teleutias. 

Meantime Antalcidas, having spent some six or eight 
months in his negotiations with the Persian king and in his 
journey to and from Susa, came down again to the Aegean 
coast. There hearing that Nicolochus was besieged by Iphi- 
crates at Abydos, he went by land to that city. Arrived at 
Abydos he collected a fleet of more than 80 ships, with which 
he drove Iphicrates and the other Athenian commanders out of 
the Hellespont, and soon reduced the Athenians at home to 
wish eagerly for peace. Then followed (c. May or June 387) 
the congress of Greek deputies, assembled under the presidency 
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of Tiribazus (probably at Sardis) to listen to the terms dictated 
to them by the Great King. The next six months must have 
been occupied in the return of the deputies to their respective 
states, the opposition raised by Thebes, Agesilaus’ threatened 
invasion of Beotia, the terrorizing of Corinth and Argos into 
submission, until at last probably about November of the same 
year the ém’ “Avrad«idou eipyvn was finally accepted by all the 
Greek states. 

The above scheme of chronology for the Corinthian War 
is put forward by the present writer with considerable diffi- 
dence, Compared with Beloch’s in regard to the maritime 
events, it claims to be more in harmony with their order in 
Xenophon’s narrative, and (if indeed that be any merit) to be 
rather more consistent with Diodorus. Again, while it recog- 
nizes the soundness in the main of Beloch’s hypothesis, that 
the Spartan admiralship was an annual office beginning about 
midsummer, it recognizes at the same time the irregular nature 
of two at any rate of Teleutias’ three commands, and does not 
seek by any undue straining of Xenophon’s text to co-ordinate 
them exactly with the tenure of the ordinary admirals. This 
view finds too its confirmation in the parallel case of Lysander, 
and does not invalidate in any way Xenophon’s general ‘state- 
ment of the Spartan law—ovd vouos avtois dis Tov avtov 
vavapyeiv. 


G. E. UNDERHILL. 


* ik, T. 








ON BOOK XV OF OVID’S METAMORPHOSES, 145 


would probably not repay anyone to investigate. Thus in xv 
848 they both end the line with ‘simul alcius euolat illa’, both 
have ‘cecidit titulus’ 856, ‘angusti’ 869, ‘astra perennis | alta’ 
875—6. Of the two B, is easily the most corrupt; but B, 
appears to have no correct reading of its own. Their claims 
to be considered rest on the undoubtedly good reading ‘eneadem’ 
in 804, which however has been found by Mr Housman in a 
_ much older codex in the British Museum Harley 2742, saec, 
XIII; see the Appendix to this paper. I have observed nothing 
else of any value that is not preserved in older MSS. except 
perhaps 9 ‘ Gratia’ (for Graiia?) B,, and 20 ‘ Missilus’ the same, 
but also “manche s” (Magnus), which is a little nearer to 
‘Myscelus’ than the readings of heVG. 

There is more to be said for G and V; between which also 
there appears to be some connexion, as may be inferred from 
e.g. 776 ‘en acui sceleratos cernitis enses’: ‘in mea uiscera latos 
enses’ V, ‘inlatos mea uiscera enses’ G, G having transposed 
the ‘latos’. The following readings deserve attention: xv 73 
‘Arcuit’ GV, 80 ‘florem’ G (m erased), 92 ‘ritusque’ GV, 211 
‘sparsis per tempora canis’ (sparsus V") V, 304 ‘derepta’ G, 


‘bicorni’ V, 305 a, (i perhaps from the first hand) G, 
526 ‘partim reprehensa relinqui’ GV (‘ partim reprensa’ h and 
N*). In 475 ‘formidatis’ GV, ‘formidantes’ he; in the same 
line ‘includite’ GV is either right (so Magnus) or points to 
‘inludite’. In 504 ‘damnauit meritumque nihil pater eicit 
urbe’ ‘eiecit’ V (also N*) for ‘eicit’ is perhaps a remnant of 
antiquity; cf. Lachmann Lucr, p. 128. It would explain the 
origin of the corruption of late MSS. which was once the vul- 
gate and which well illustrates the growth of interpolation in 
the 15th book ‘arguwit inmeritwumque pater proiecit ab urbe’; 
‘pr eiecit urbe’ became ‘ proiecit urbe’, then the lost ‘pater’ 
had to be restored; the other corrections were metrical. Be- 
fore leaving these MSS. 1 may add that V is remarkable for the 
number of times it omits the initial letter of each line and G 
for the Old German glosses which it contains. 

Dr Magnus’s contributions to the criticism of the book 
consist partly of short foot-notes appended to his collation, 

Journal of Philology. vow. xxtt. 10 
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Magnus which favour ‘ si’ (see especially Met. rx 8 ‘nomine si 
qua suo fando peruenit ad aures | Deianira tuas’) I am some- 
what surprised that he should reject it for ‘puto’. ‘si’ alone 
cxptamns the variants The s was absorbed after ‘ uestras’; and | 
‘puto’ and * quoque’ are metrical corrections. The corruption a 
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‘intenta’ G, which no doubt is simpler, though I am not sure the 
vulgate is wrong, 667 ‘perueniunt’ hG, ‘conueniunt’ VeN* 
which seems right. 675 sqq. ‘cognouit numina—sacerdos | et, 
deus en! deus en! animis lingnisque fauete | quisquis ades! 
dixit ’; ita h, ‘en deus est deus est’ eGV. I prefer the reading 
of Riese which M, says is ‘destitute of all extrinsic and intrinsic 
probability’, as it explains the lections both of h and of eGV, the 
former having assimilated ‘est’ and the latter ‘en’. 700 ‘seaxto 
Pallantidos ortu’, ‘sexto’ manche s, ‘sextae’ heGV. M. rightly 
says the first is prose and the second poetry, comparing Fast. 
Iv 373, VI 568, Met. x1 98 and other passages. 724 ‘hospitio 
sit tunctt numimis usus’. So h, ‘iuncti sibi’ eGV, which M. 
prefers, comparing IX 499 ‘Saturnus Opem dunctam sibi san- 
guine duxit’. I cannot assent. Each order is right in its place; 
the emphasis is here on the person ‘sibi’, there on the relation- 
ship ‘iunctam’. Besides, it makes a difference whether the 
abl. precede or follow; and the rhythm ‘sibi iuncti’ was more 
likely to be changed than vice versa, 726 ‘innisus’ h, ‘innixus’ 
eGV. Bya collection of the instances M. strives to show that 
in Ovid tradition is for «, not s, in nitor and cognates; his case 
appears to be strong, 729 sqq.‘huc omnis populi passim ma- 
trumque patrumque | obuia turba ruit quaeque ignis, Troica, 
seruant | Vesta tuos’; ‘seruant’ B,, many s, ‘seruat’ heG (‘ser- 
uet’ V), which seems better. 824 ‘Emathiaque iterum madefient 
caede Philippi’; ‘Emathiaque’ heV (‘Emathiaeque’ B,,), ‘Ema- 
thiique’ G, as in Lucan rx 271. 855 sq. ‘sic magni cedit titulis 
Agamemnonis Atreus| Aegea sic Theseus, sic Pelea uincit Achil- 
les’: ‘magni’ 1 s, ‘magnis’ hGV, ‘magnus’ e, which seems better ; 
‘uincit’, ‘uicit’ heG, supported also by Juv. xiv 214; the 
change of tense need not distress us. 

One cannot help observing how often in these recommenda- 
tions and others Dr Magnus reverts to the reading of older texts, 
for example J. C. Jahn’s. Thus in xiv 844 ‘fatebor’, xv 62 
‘remotus’, 92, 113, 251, 475, 498, 667, 724, 726, 855, the read- 
ing he advocates is that of Jahn; a proof indeed that later 
editors have not given so much attention to that edition as 
they should. His statements have this advantage over his 
neglected predecessor’s that they are based on exact and recent 








waded byt acorery of otis cis sha se readings 
wre here before us, it is an allowable scepticism to doubt whether 
such are to be found, Tordeed it masy ba quieileae ina 
they will enrich us by a single new reading of importance that 
can lay claim to any antiquity, This somewhat 
view is confirmed by the results of Mr Housman’s collation of 
the codices in the British Museum, ‘Aeneaden’ and ‘Antium’ 
718 are now well supported; but there are no discoveries. 
It is confirmed also by the fact that the version of the Greek 
monk Planudes (which, as is well known, was made from a 
codex that, though bad enough in many respects, had yet 
sometimes preserved the truth where other authorities have 
lost it) presents in this part of the Metamorphoses but little 
of an independent value. I believe Mr Owen (Tristia Praef. 
p. Ixxvi) has secured the only emendation which it will supply, 
xv 53 ‘pererratis quae spectant aequora terris’, for ‘litora’ 
which is an explanation of the relative clause. All besides 
that I have been able to find—for Mr Owen’s ‘allisarum’ 
in 338 will not do at all; the Clashing Rocks did not dash 
water on to themselves bet squeezed it out between them—is 
& tive Tov ovpavoy (?=‘o cuiuis caelum’, which would be a 
stroke nearer to ‘cui ius’ than the ‘cuius’ of our MSS.) 38 and 
THY Xphow Tod yaXaxros for ‘lacteus usus’ 79, apparently a 
misunderstanding of ‘umor’, to which all our MSS. have prefixed 
an h, Nor is much to be hoped from the epitomator of the 
Fables,on whom the editors have foisted the name of Lactantius 
Placidus, in Muncker’s Mythographi Latini. It is true that he 
had ‘ aeratis (postibus)’ in 620, for which he gives ‘aeneis car- 
dinibus’, a reading now extant in no ancient authority; and, 
like Planudes (xai odros), he had ‘ Hic in aquas’, the reading of 
G,in 251. But his trustworthiness as a source may be gauged 
by his paraphrase of 55 sqq. ‘tumulum sub quo sacrata Cro- 
tonis | ossa tegebat humus’ cett.,‘urbem constituit eamque a 
proximo tumulo cui 7aes Neptuni filius subiectus erat, Tarentum 
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nominauit’, and this in spite of 50,51. We must then, I am 
afraid, rest our hopes of improving the text of this concluding 
part of Ovid's greatest poem upon conjecture only : and it is from 
this point of view that the following proposals are submitted. 


XIV 545 sqq. 


‘nec mora, Romuleos cum uirgine Thaumantea 
ingreditur colles, ibi sidus ab aethere lapsum 
decidit in terras, a cuius lumine flagrans 
Hersiliae (or -e) crinis cum sidere cessit in auras. 
hance manibus notis Romanae conditor arcis 
excipit’, 

This tradition of all. our copies in 848 has rightly given 
offence ; for no attentive reader of Ovid will suppose that he 
would tell you what bappened to the hair of Hersilia and omit 
to tell you what happened to its owner. His habits are all the 
other way. If however there were any warrant for a nom. ‘ Her- 
silie’ or ‘ Hersilid@’, the tradition might be retained; but there 
is none. The conjectures hitherto proposed, ‘ Hersilia e terris’ 
Polle, ‘ Hersilia aerias’ Zingerle, ‘ Hersilia aetherias’ Riese, are 
all unsatisfactory, as they fail to account for ‘crinis’, which is, 
moreover, quite in place in such a translation; compare the 
‘Coma Berenices’ and the account of ‘Dionaei Caesaris astrum’ 
in Met. xv 848, The word then to attack is ‘Hersilie’, It is 
suspicious, first because it occurs in exactly the same part of 
the verse, nine lines above, and secondly because ‘ crinis’ would 
appear to the reader to require. some explanatory addition. 
Further its letters are almost exactly the same as those of 
‘aetherias’ (‘etherias’=‘hersilea’) a word which gives an 
Ovidian phrase, as Riese shows from v 511 ‘auras | exit in ae- 
therias’, and one appropriate in this connexion; see Cat. 66, 55 
‘isque per aetherias me tollens auolat auras (so w, ‘umbras’ V) | 
et Veneris casto collocat in gremio’. Such shifting of letters 
is quite common in Latin MSS., as Mr Housman has abun- 
dantly proved in this Journal, even where there are no auxiliary 
causes; and here we have seen there are two’. ‘crinis’ is of 


1 They are not confined to copyists. answer in examination discussing ‘the 
1 have just looked over a well written  sciefentic epic of Lucretius’. 
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course not the nominative singular but the acc. plur. pre- 
served in numerous places by the MSS. of Virgil. The ace. is 
to be constructed with ‘flagrans’ as ‘nigrantes terga’ Verg.; 
close parallels are Ov. Met. x 648 ‘fulua comam’, Aen, Vil 75 
‘regalis accensa comas, accensa coronam | insignem gemmis’. 
It is not impossible that Ovid wrote ‘ Crinis aetherias’ and the 
word has been shifted by misunderstanding. It is interesting 
to watch how the scribes remove these accusatives in -is where 
they recognize them and leave them where they do not; a case 
in point is ‘tenentis’ in 630 which has been saved by the prox- 
imity of ‘orbis’. The subject of ‘flagrans’ is easily continued 
from ‘ingreditur’ in the previous line. 


xv 107 sqq. 

‘primoque e caede ferarum 
incaluisse potest maculatum sanguine ferrum: 
idque satis fuerat; nostrumque petentia letum 
corpora missa neci salua pietate fatemur. 
sed quam danda neci, tam non epulanda fuerunt, 
longius inde nefas abiit’, 


Now ‘idque satis fuerat’ is perhaps Latin of a kind for 
‘that should have been—ought to have been sufficient’. But 
such a statement is out of place where it stands; it should 
belong to 110. Ovid’s language suggests something quite 
different, that is, the idea expressed by ‘salua pietate’ and 
in ‘longius inde nefas abiit’. Read then 


‘id quoque fas fuerat,’. 


‘quoque’ and ‘que’ are frequently confused, and ‘fatis’ would 
be an easy alteration from ‘ fas’. 


136 sqq. 

‘protinus ereptas uiuenti pectore fibras 

inspiciunt mentesque deum scrutantur in illis. 
unde fames homini uetitorum tanta ciborum [est] ? 
audetis uesci, genus o mortale; quod oro - 

ne facite et monitis animos aduertite nostris’. 


This is the tradition, and it has been recognized to be un- 
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satisfactory. The absolute use of ‘uesci’ is in fact enough to 
condemn it, Some recent editors adopt a most unskilful con- 
jecture of Korn, ‘et illis’. That ‘in’ is sound, one passage is 
enough to show, Lucan I 611 sq. ‘ palluit attonitus sacris fera- 
libus Aruns | atque iram superum raptis quaesiwit in extis’, 
Lachmann proposed ‘genus inmortale’; but a slighter change 
will be more satisfactory. Read 

‘inde (fames homini uetitorum tanta ciborum !) 

audetis uesci, genus o mortale’. 


For the construction of ‘inde’ compare Sallust Cat. 22. 1 
‘humani corporis sanguinem uino permixtum. inde cum post 
execrationem omnes degustavissent’. It survives in Romance, 


e.g. Fr. en manger, 


333 sqq. 
‘est locus Arcadiae, Pheneum dixere priores, 
ambiguis suspectus aquis, quas nocte timeto. 
nocte nocent potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’. 


This is the reading of all our codices and, as Mr Frazer has 
observed to me, of the epitomator. Considered in itself it might 
stand, though it contains an obvious é6is ravroy and the quadruple 
repetition of the syllable noc is not euphonious. But if, as I be- 
lieve, Dr Magnus is right in holding that the waters of the Styx 
are referred to, and that the accounts of Seneca NV. Q. 111 25 1 ‘circa 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx appellata ab incolis aduenas fallit 
quia non facie, non odore suspecta est...aqua summa celeritate 
corrumpit neque remedio locus est quia protenus hausta duratur 
nec aliter quam gypsum sub umore constringitur et adligat 
uiscera’, and of Pliny 31. 26 ‘in Arcadia ad Pheneum aqua 
profluit e saxis Styx appellata quae ilico necat’, 2. 231 ‘iuxta 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx nec odore differens nec colore epota 
ilico necat’, are in close relationship to Ovid’s here (which seems 
highly probable as Seneca quotes from the immediate context 
four times in chapters 20 and 25 and Pliny refers in 2. 230 to 
the ‘ Lyncestis aqua’ Met, xv 329), then it is not rash to sup- 
pose that we should read 


‘nocte necant potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’, 
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477 sq. 
‘perdite siqua nocent, uerum haec quoque perdite tantum ; 
ora uacent epulis alimentaque mitia carpant’. 


Pythagoras in winding up his sermon returns to the text of 
vegetarianism as more fully expressed in v. 75 and following, 
Was this to abstain from feasting? Not at all. It was 
to abstain from feasting on forbidden meats; 75 ‘dapibus. 
temerare nefandis | corpora’: not a word against other feasts ; 
81 ‘prodiga diuitias alimentaque mitia tellus | suggerit atqué 
epulas sine caede et sanguine praebet’. It is these feasts, the 
feasts of blood, that are forbidden: the bloodshed is dwelt on 
with such persistence that one wonders if the commentators 
have been blind and deaf not to detect it here. 96—8 ‘at 
uetus illa aetas cui fecimus aurea nomen | ...fortunata fuit nec 
polluit ora cruore’, 107 ‘maculatum sanguine ferrum’, 128 
‘numenque supernum | caede laboriferi credunt gaudere iuuenci’, 
134 ‘percussaque sanguine cultros | inficit’, 174, 175 ‘ parcite, 
uaticinor, cognatas caede nefanda | exturbare animas nec san- 
guine sanguis alatur’. It is clear then that we should read 


‘ora <cruore> uacent alimentaque mitia carpant’, 


the similarity of the letters ora ore having caused the loss and 
‘epulis’ being an unskilful metrical stop-gap, suggested by 
someone who remembered 110 ‘sed quam danda neci, tam non 
epulanda fuerunt’. Ovid seems to have fancied the jingle of 
the two words. See, besides 98, x1v 238 where also they begin 
a line’. 

774 

‘quid nune antiqua recordor 

-  damna mei generis? timor hic meminisse priorum 


1 The extraordinary variant ‘con- ruption. A noteworthy example is 


grua’ which some of the worst copies 
show for ‘mitia’ is perhaps only an 
attempt at botching ; but it is curious 
that all the letters of cruore have equi- 
valents in ‘cdgrua’. The appearance 
of the right reading or its remains in 
the wrong place is one of the most 
interesting phenomena in textual cor- 


Propertius m1 3 29 ‘ergo Musarum et 
Sileni patris imago’ where the margins 
of DV give the variant ‘origo’ for 
‘imago’, This is simply ‘orgia (mys- 
tarum)’, Heinsius’s excellent emenda- 
tion for ‘ergo’, with a single letter al- 
tered and displaced. For ‘orgia’ see 
especially Seneca Oed, 435 sqq. 
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non sinit; en, acui sceleratos cernitis enses, * 
quos prohibete precor facinusque repellite’, 

This is Riese’s reading from a correction in h, But the first 
hand has ‘en me’; from which most MSS. have the crude 
alteration ‘in me’. The worthy Planudes translates ido yap 
els é€ue Onyoueva SrErere avoota Eidn, conflating original and 
correction as he has done in xI 163, where he translates both 
‘retorsit’ (AéAveev) and ‘resoluit’ (€rpeyrev) (Boissonade), and 
in XIII 956 sqq., where his translation is in hopeless confusion ; 
compare also XI 545 ‘Astraei—fratres’ Ovid, of ‘Acrpatos 
avepot Plan. where the original has disappeared. The tra- 
dition then is ‘en me’; and for this ‘en’ does not account. 

I propose 

‘anne acul sceleratos cernitis enses?’ 


ne, often separated in manuscripts from the word to which it 
belongs, has been corrupted to me as at Prop. Iv 2 62 ‘ne’ N, 
‘me’ O; compare id. 1 19 2 ‘sine me’ DV, ‘si me’ FN. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 


POSTSCRIPT, 


Happening to be in Bale this summer I looked at the 
‘codices membranacei’ of the Metamorphoses in the University 
Library. There are three (F IT 26, 27, 28) all a good deal 
older than the ‘chartacei’ which Dr Magnus has collated. 
The best is F II 26, perhaps of the 13th century. Compare 
Loers, preface to his edition of the Metamorphoses where its 
readings are cited as from ‘ Basil. I’, but inaccurately, as far as 
I tested it. The following variants, which, except a few unim- 
portant ones I here omit, are all that I had time to note, will 
give some idea of its value. 

XIV 829 and 834 coniunx 847 Hersilie xv 20 Mic- 
thylus, mg. m. 2 mictilus 22 age supra scr. m. 2 ela 25 
Postea discendunt 34 simul om. add.mg,m.2 42 culpas 
43 tristissententia 50 Lacedaemoniumque Tarentum ~ 51 
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APPENDIX. 


The following excerpts come from three MSS. of Ovid’s \ 
Metamorphoses in the British Museum: a= Kings 26 saec. | 
xI—xul, b= Burn, 224 saec. x1, e=Harl, 2742 saec. XII. 
Where one of these letters stands within brackets it signifies 
that in reporting the reading of the MS. I have ignored for 
brevity’s sake some trivial error of spelling. The two MSS, 
mentioned at xv 737 as c and d are Burn. 223 saec. x11 and 
Harl, 2737 saec. x1I—x11I which I have examined enough to 
see that they are useless. A. E. H. 


xIv 832 latio ab, lacia e. 836 quirint abe. 844 
uidebor a, fatebor be. 

xv 34 pertimuit abe. 37 patet abe’, patens e. est om. 

be. 42 culpas a, culpa be. 50 Sal. Ner.] lac. tar. be. 





* 1 Lac. Tar.) sal. ner. b(e). a omits Sal—Sybarin: in the 


ty * 4 second hand adds praeterit et sybarim surrentinumque 


fir be 





| esplletannesprrted 186 tot abe. peat 
_presignis b, but pre is in ras, and there is an erasure of two "1 
letters before it. 136 pectore abe. 137 ciborwm est ae, | 
—ciborum b. 170 formas—easdem abe. 173 ne abe. 180 | 
acabe, 182 eadem ueniens abe. 186 emensas ae, emeritas 
-b which has in mg. ewtensas uel emersas (corr. ex emensas). 
188 lassa abe. = 201 et lactens ae, et lactans b, 202 nitens 
a, recens be. 205 ludit ab, ridete. 217 primae matrisque 
ab, matris primae e. habitawimus abe, 230 solidarwm more 
Jerarum abe. 232 aspexit abe. 244 distent a, distant be. 
| 251 hic ae, hinc b. =—-258 reddit ab, reparat e, buar, 254 
toto abe. 255 faciemque abe. 272 eaxceta corr. in ewxcecata 
a, exsiccata (sic in ras.) b, ewsiccatae. 275 toto modo ab, modo 
| tectoe, 284 fecerat abe. 304 sq. direpta bicorni 
abe. 307 et a, aut be. 311 athamantis ab, ahalantis e. 
| 315 oris a, horis b, aruis e ex corr, 317 mirum est abe. 
1 320 siquis abe. 339 in monte a',immotae be. 359 uenenis 
ae, ueneno b. 364 his quoque dilectus a, ¢ quogue delectos 
(dilectos b) be. 416 coralium abe, 443 patrio abe. 453 
neae,nonb, 455 queeta,et be. 458 pectoraabe. 459 
possunt abe. 464 corpora cultro ab, gutora ferroe. 473 que 
om. e. 475 <illudite a, includite b, ludite e with an erasure of 
3 letters preceding. 481 latialis ab(e), 497 quoque ae, si b. 
515 contenta a(b\e). 522 circumuertitur ab, circwmuoluitur 
e; all three have quae for qua. 525 queom. abe, 526 que 
om. abe: reprehensa ae, reprensa b. 531 luce c. regna ab, 
c. regna (om. luce: add, man, 2) e. 541 creta deloque a, delo 
eretaque (b)e. 546 assentior ae, acceptior b. 552 At a, 
Haec b, Et e. 570 cornua ab, manus et eodem lumina e. 
596 wobis abe, 625 accesserit a, adiecerit b, acerserit e (mg. 
arcesserit). 630 tenentis abe, 634 pharetras ae, pharetrae 
b, 636 corpora ab, pectorae. 640 accersite a, b (ex arces- 
site), arcessitee. 644 simul incurua ab, postquam incurua e. 


( 
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c a 

647 certas ita b, certant adiiere a, certant adicere e (ita dicere 
suprascr.). 662 uerti—debent abe. 667 perueniunt ab, cum 
ueniunt e. 677 en—est—est ab, en—en—est e. 678 ades 
abe’. (678 sq. om, e in text., add. in mg. man.ead.). 680 
uiswm abe,iussum buar. 682 menteetwoceabe. 683 pignora 
abe. 685 tum ae, tunc b. 694 pressaque d. g. carina abe. 
696 nauis abe. 700 sextae abe. 703 amphisia a, amphirsia 
b, amfrigia e (mfri ex corr.). 705 Romethiwm ab, Rometheum e. 
713 lentisciferum ab(e). 718 antiwm a, ancon b, acon e’. 
723 placato abe. 724 iuncti sibi abe. 726 wmmnixus abe. 
729 ab have the abbreviation which stands for omnis and omnes 
alike, but e has oves, i.e. the scribe began to write omms and 
altered it to omnes. (730 seruat abe. 737 accliwa ab, e 
ex corr. (cd have aceclinia), 740 a parte ae, de parte (om. 
que) b. 751 ullum maius opus ab, ullum opus maius est e. 
776 inmeabe. 790 cwrrusabe. 793 minantia ab, minancia e. 
804 et aeneaden e' (and conatur for molitwr), et etherea ab. 
811 concusswm abe. 818 colatur ab, locetur e. 820 caesique 
ab, e (corr. ex cessigue). 829 barbariem a‘ corr. in -am, 
barbariam be. gentesque abe. 838 n.n.c. senior similes ab(e). 
848 sinu be, simul a (and simul euolat for luna uolat). 855 
magnus a (corr, in -ts), be. 856 wicit ae, wincit b, 866 arces 
abe. 869 temperatabe. 876 indeflebile a, indelelile be. 





ON THE COMPOSITION OF SOME GREEK 
MANUSCRIPTS. 


THE way in which the sheets of a Greek manuscript were 
written and put together is a matter that may have importance 
for the philologist as well as the palaeographer; questions of 
criticism often turn on such points as whether marginal notes 
are in the same hand as the text, and whether part of a MS. 
is earlier or later than the rest. Information on these questions 
can be obtained only by an examination of the writing of the 
MSS. themselves (for external and explicit evidence hardly if 
ever exists in the documents in which we possess the classics): 


and that the conclusion of such an examination may be sound, 


it must be comparative, and the particular MS. must be shown 
to agree in general with the usage of MSS. contemporary to it. 
To the palaeographer the interest of the enquiry consists in that 
he is able to reconstruct the circumstances under which the 
MS. was written, and to supply data some of which might 
have been given by a subscription. : 

I propose to consider from this point of view the manner 
in which several tenth and eleventh century Greek MSS. were 
written, This period, the years about 1000 A.D., has given us 
the greatest, quantity of important MSS. of the classics: in 
number, the following centuries surpass the tenth and early 
eleventh, but in many cases the MSS. are copies more or less 
direct of originals of the period we are considering. Ninth and 
early tenth century MSS. are naturally very valuable, but their 
rarity makes them comparatively exceptions. The MSS. that — 
decide the text of the majority of Greek authors will be found 
to date from about the year 1000 A.D. The hand in which 


Journal of Philology. vou, xx, 12 
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they are written is well marked, It belongs to a small and com- 
paratively cursive type of writing, which in the early part of the 
tenth century separated from the larger and more formal minus- 
cule appropriated to ecclesiastical books; the smaller hand was 
suited to works of larger extent and that involved close study. 
Naturally therefore it was applied for the most part to classical 
authors, but there is nothing to prevent an ecclesiastical text 
appearing in it’. Dated examples are the Aristotle Ven. 201 
of A.D. 955 (Wattenbach and von Velsen, Exempla codicum 
graecorum no. V), and the Gregory of Nazianzus, Paris suppl. 
grec 469 A of A.D. 986 (Omont, Facsimilés datés de la Biblio- 
théque Nationale no. vut'). From this hand is descended 
lineally the writing of the MSS. we are considering. It 1s 
fluent, sharp, a good deal ligatured, the letters ornamental and 
varied; the whole bears the air of being written with ease. 
These are its differences from early minuscule: from the later 
style 1t differs in the following respects. While varied, it is 
regular, always well-proportioned, the work of a scribe master 
of his art, and the quality of beauty, the distinctive attribute 
of early minuscule, remains in this hand. In size it is generally 
small, but it varies between the dimensions of the text of the 
Venetian Iliad (Mare. 454), and its scholia or the Paris Aris- 
totle (grec 1741). Some hands are more ornamental than 
others, rounder, more upright, with more difference between 
the up and the down stroke. <A subdivision almost may be 
made upon this point of difference; a certain number of MSS. 
of this period show a comparatively rough and uncalligraphic 
hand, in which the strokes of the letters are very much of one 
thickness throughout ; such, with variations, are the Plutarch, 
Laur. 69,6 of ap. 997 (W. V. no. rx), Nicander, Paris suppl. 
grec 247 (Omont, Facsimilés des plus anciens MSS. no. XXX VIL. 
4), Iliad, Laur, 32. 15 (a rough facsimile in La Roche's Iliad 
vol. L). 

The MSS. that we are to deal with possess the remarkable 
characteristic that they have no subscriptions; neither their 
year nor their place is known. The period to which they are 


1 For instance, Epistles Vat. 2080, catenas are in a more or less cursive 
Acts and Epistles Barocei 3. Many hand, 
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referred, about the year 1000 a.D., is therefore a matter of 
inference. The nearest date antecedent is that of the MS. 
Paris suppl. grec 469 A already cited, A.D. 986; the MSS. later 
than the year 1000 that most nearly resemble the type seem 
to be that of St Maximus, Paris grec 1097, A.p. 1059 (Omont, 
Facsimilés datés xxvi'), and the Psalter, Paris gree 40 of the 
same year (ib. XxvI"'). The absence of subscription or date 
is a singularity that requires explanation. The Plutarch of 
997, which has been quoted above, is not an entirely typical 
representative of the class, It is a peculiarity of classical MSS. 
in general, as opposed to sacred ones, that they are unsigned 
and undated. 

It is probably impossible to make a complete list of these 
MSS. It may be useful however to collect those which may be 
studied in facsimile : 


At Paris: 


Scholia to Aristotle, grec 1853 (OQmont, facs. des plus anciens 
Mss, XXX). 

Anthology, suppl. gree 384 (ib. Xxx11; a photograph of the 
whole, made by the Heidelberg authorities, may be found 
in some principal libraries). 

Apollonius, grec 2548, a slightly different type (ib. Xxxv1). 

Aristotle, grec 1741 (ib. xxxvir, Pal. Soc. 11. 47: facsimile of 
ff. 184—199 containing the Poetics, Paris, 1891). 

Lexica, Coislin 545 (ib). 

Theognis, suppl. grec 388 (ib, XX XVIII. 2). 

Strabo, grec 1397 (ib. XL). 


At Venice: 


Iliad, Mare. 454 (W. V. xxxit and xxx1u, Dindorf Scholia in 
Tliadem, 1. pp. 156, 356). 
Hippocrates, Marc, 269 (first hand, W. V. XL). 
Plutarch, Marc. 250 (W. V. XLIv). 
Also at Venice, though not facsimiled, Demosthenes, 
Marc. 418, Aristides append. class. VIII. cod. VII. 


12—2 
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At Florence : 
Sophocles, Aeschylus, Apoll. Rhodius, Laur. 32. 9, for which 
see below. 
Demosthenes, Laur. 59. 9 (Vitelli and Paoli, Facsimili fiorentini 
I. 12, Pal. Soc. mm. 88 and 89). 
Tliad, Laur. 32. 15 (see above). 
Odyssey, Laur, 32. 24 (W. V. XxXvimi1). 


At Ravenna: 


Aristophanes, 134, 4, A (Pal. Soc. 11 105, 106, Wattenbach, 
Scripturae Graecae specimina, 26), 


At Heidelberg: 
Anthology, Palat. xxu1 (W. V. xxxv1), 


I. The first book of this class the external arrangements 
of which I wish to consider, is the well-known Florentine 
MS. that is the principal authority for the text of Aeschylus, 
Sophocles and Apollonius Rhodius, A complete facsimile of 
as much as contains Sophocles was made by the English 
Hellenic Society in 1885'; and the Italian authorities have 
recently executed a facsimile of Aeschylus, which it may be 
hoped before long will be published. Single pages will be 
found in reproduction as follows : 

Aeschylus: Pal. Soc, 1. 83, Collezione fiorentina I. 9. 

Sophocles: W. V. 35, Wattenbach Script. Graec. specimina 25. 

Apollonius: W. V. 36. 


We have the further advantage of the judgment of two 
eminent palaeographers upon the different points connected 
with the MS. Mr Maunde Thompson contributes an intro- 
duction to the Hellenic Society’s facsimile, in which a masterly 
account is given of the book as a whole, and of the part con- 
taining Sophocles in detail. Mr Thompson acknowledges his 
obligation on many points of detail to Professor Girolamo 
Vitelli, of Florence, the co-editor of the “Collezione fiorentina 

1 Facsimile of a Laurentian Manu- London: printed for the Society for 


scriptof Sophocles with anintroduction the Promotion of Hellenic Studies, 
by E, M. Thompson and R, C. Jebb, —1885, 
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di facsimili paleographici” and to whom is due the minute colla- 
tion of the text of Aeschylus in Wecklein’s edition (Berlin, 1885). 
It is obvious how much any student of the MS. must benefit by 
such authoritative predecessors. My own acquaintance with 
the MS. may reckon several years; in the Christmas vacation 
of 1892 I had the opportunity of studying it at leisure. 
The description is as follows: 

Laur. 32. 9, membr., 331 x 211 millim., ff. 264 (ff. 1—118 
Sophocles, 119—189 Aeschylus, 190—264 Apollonius Rhodius); 
hnes to the page, 42 to 48. Gathers of four sheets, ruled and 
arranged in the usual manner (upon which I may refer to 
Thompson, Introduction, p. 6), signed at the top outside corner 
of the first page. 


(SOPHOCLES. ) 


uires : 
> (1) ff. 1—8, signature gone (f. 1 r, inc, Ajax). 

(2) ff 9—16, id. (16¥v. at the bottom, expl. Ajax). 

(3) ff. 17—24, id. (17 r. inc. Electra). 

(4) ff. 25—32, id. I cannot perceive the trace of 
a signature which according to Prof. Vitelli is visible on 25 r. 

(5) ff. 383—40 signature gone (33 v. expl. Electra, inc, Oed. 
Tyr.). 

(6) ff, 44—48, signature gone. 

(7) ff. 49—56, signature gone (49 r. expl. Oed. Tyr. 49 v. 
ine, Antigone). 

(8) ff. 57—64, signature gone (64r. expl. Antigone, 64 v. 
inc. Trachiniae). 

(9) ff. 65—72, signature gone, 

(10) ff 73—80, signature gone (79v. expl. Trach., ine. 
Philoctetes). 

(11) ff. 81—85, on 81 r. are the lower halves of the letters ia. 

(12) ff. 89—96, signature gone (96r. expl. Phil., ine. Oed. 
Col.). 

(13) ff. 97—104, signature gone. 

(14) ff. 105—112, id. 

(15) ff. 118—118, signature gone, three sheets only, the 
first two a pair, a single one in the centre. (118 r. expl. Oed. 
Col., 118 v. is blank.) 
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(AESCHYLUS.) 


(16) ff. 119—126, signature gone (119 r. inc. Persae). 

(17) ff. 127—134, id, (127 r. a new hand begins 
in the text, 181r. expl. Persae, inc. Agamemnon; 134 v. ends 
with Agam. 310). 

(18) Perished. 

(19) Represented by the first sheet marked «@ in the top 
outside corner, ff. 135 and 136. f. 135 contains Agamemnon 
1067 to 1159, f. 136 contains Choephoroe 10 to 102. Had 
there been no independent evidence, the extent of the earlier 
portion of the Agamemnon lost might have been approximately 
estimated by counting the lines contained in one quire. No 
guess on the other hand could have been made as to where 
the Agamemnon ended and the Choephoroe began. 

(20) ff. 137—144, marked at the top « (137 r. inc. Choeph. 
103). 

(21) ff. 145—152, top signature gone: in the bottom out- 
side corner, the letter ¢ (not or). (147 v. expl. Choeph., ine. 
Prom. Vinct.) 

(22) ff. 153—160, at top 8: at bottom & (159 v. expl. 
Prom., inc. Eumen.) 

(23) ff. 161—168, at top the remains of xr, at bottom 9, 

(24) f£ 169—176, at top ka, at bottom @ (169 v. expl. 
Eumen., inc. Septem c. ‘Thebas.) 

(25) ff. 177—184, top signature gone, at bottom @ (179 v. 
expl. Sept. c. Th., inc. Supplices.) 

(26) ff. 185—189: top signature gone, no signature at 
bottom. Two sheets, with one half-sheet (f. 186) imserted 
between the two anterior leaves (188 r. expl. Suppl., 188 v. and 
189 r. AioyvXov Bios, 189 v. is blank). 


(APOLLONIUS, ) 


(27) ff 190—197, signature gone. (190r. ine. lib. L) 

(28) ff. 198—205, marked \B. 

(29) ff. 206—213, the lower part of ir. (207 v, expl. lib. £, 
inc. lib, IT.) 


4 
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(30) ff. 214—221, lower part of 1a. 

(31) ff. 222—229, lower part.of te. (224r. expl. lib. IL, 
ine, lib. IL.) 

(32) ff. 230—237, signature gone. 

(33) ff 238—245, id, (241 v. expl. lib. IIL, ine. 
lib. Iv.). 

(34) ff. 246—254, signature gone. Four sheets and one 
half-sheet (f. 253), inserted between the hinder leaves of the 
third and fourth. 

(35) ff. 255—262, signature gone, The former half of the 
second sheet ({. 256), and the latter half of the third (f. 260) 
have been cut off and restored, the new portion in each case 
being glued to the remainder. 

(36) ff 263 and 264, signed k. One sheet: the hair-side 
is, contrary to custom, turned outwards. (263 v, expl. lib. Iv., 
seq. yévos atroAdwviov, 264 v. is blank.) 


There is nothing abnormal in the arrangement of these 
quires as far as the 21st, page 145. ‘lhe loss of a quire or two 
is unfortunately not a rare thing in classical MSS.; the extent 
of the loss, one gather and the three inside sheets of the next, 
is fixed by the signature .@ on the first leaf of the surviving 
sheet, f. 1385. The circumstance that does need explanation is 
the double signature of the gathers of Aeschylus, which begins 
at gather «a, f. 145 and continues, with the exception of the 
last gather, to the end of Aeschylus: and further the seemingly 
incorrect numbering of the quires of Apollonius. Aeschylus 
was signed so as to follow Sophocles,.and the numerals that 
remain are in correct sequence, One would have expected 
accordingly, the first quire of Apollonius, the 27th in the whole 
book, to be numbered xz: instead of this, the second gather of 
Apollonius is marked 18, and the first was presumably marked 
i. What is the reason for this new system, and what was 
Apollonius intended to follow? One might suppose, Aeschylus: 
but in Aeschylus there are eleven gathers, and the first of 
Apollonius should therefore have been 1B and not m. And 
even in this case, why does the numeration begin with Aeschylus, 
with no account taken of Sophocles? Further, what is the 



















sahokes Tha ee baie 

capitals or (in the case of the =e | 

paregcanlv ot ila, won fa ma ana 

ates an ee a ; 
Quires 


may ; be. found 1ecessa | 2 
the majority of ee, ng quir ace ires are pa . 5 the: 
accidents to which books are epi | are nny, th 


comparatively rare to find the original numerals 
Either they have gone without trace,—the c case in the Sophocles 
of our MS.—or they have been supplanted by a late series. In 
all these cases however the character of the numbering — 








sets of sigaataree in the same ban There must have banat a | 
reason in the original composition of the book to occasion this. | 
The upper numerals connect Aeschylus with Sophocles: the 
lower numerals must have had a similar purpose. There is no 
disturbance in the gathers of Aeschylus to call for a new 
numbering: the second series of signatures must refer to some- 
thing exterior. Now when we notice that these second 
numerals, beginning at the sixth quire with s, go on as far as | 
eat the tenth quire, and pass over the 11th gather altogether, | 
it is plain that they are intended to connect with some book | 
that already began at va; and this of course is the case with | 
Apollonius. The necessity of finding a reason for this double | 
notation of Aeschylus, then, seems to show that the numbering | 
of Apollonius was previous to the lower numbering of Aeschylus, | 
and ynot vice versi. We also obtain an explanation of the | 
herwise singular circumstance that the last gather in | 








Aeschylus is passed over in this series. The numeration of 
Apollonius has next to be explained, For this the solution 
given by Mr Thompson seems very probable: that the 
Apollonius was given to be written before the Aeschylus 
was finished, and that the supervising scribe (the scholiast) 
calculated the number of quires that would be needed for 
Aeschylus at ten, and therefore numbered the first quire of 
Apollonius is. His calculation was not far out. The Aeschylus 
in fact took five pages over the ten quires, and therefore when 
it was numbered to correspond with Apollonius, this extra 
piece had to be passed over. So far we may think we see into 
the matter: why Apollonius was intended to follow Aeschylus 
only and not Sophocles, while before Aeschylus had been 
pretixed to Apollonius, it had been itself subjoined to Sophocles, 
the whole arrangement being apparently the work of one 
person, we must leave unexplained. 

The next point to be considered is the number of hands in the 
MS., and the share that each took in its composition. The text of 
the MS. is written in minuscule, the scholia in the modification of 
capitals that is called semiuncial. By this arrangement, common 
though not universal at this period, text and commentary are 
conveniently distinguished, a matter otherwise often of difticulty, 
when the colour of the ink is the same, and the abundance of 
the scholia causes them to be written more or less in amongst the 
text. Several pages in the latter part of the Aeschylus are an 
instance of this. In the course of the eleventh century the 
employment of semiuncial for scholia becomes rarer, and from 
about 1050 onwards author and comment are written in the 
same hand and are only distinguished by size. We have 
therefore an immediate difficulty that belongs to MSS. of this 
period: is the minuscule of the text the same hand as the 
small capitals of the margin, and if there is more than one 
hand in the text, which if either of the two wrote these 
capitals? The general rule in these cases is, to look for in- 

stances of semiuncial in the text, eg. in headings, titles, 
dramatis personae and the like, and in the margin for similar 
relapses into minuscule, generally to be found in various 
readings, omitted lines, arguments prefixed to the text, and so 
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out and 4rf written by the scholiast. These proofs will be 
added to afterwards, but of themselves they are sufficient to 
show that we have three hands at work in the book, two who 
write the text, a third who writes the scholia. There remains 
another point to be noticed: not only do the minuscule hands 
of the text give us occasionally semiuncials, but in the margin 
there are a good many specimens of minuscule. So on f. 1 r. 
against Ajax 50 is written qf «al dupdcav, Ajax 57 qf taper, 
58 of éurecwv, 60 of eis epiviv nanny, f. 2 r. Ajax 115 2f 
évvérress. This is a minuscule that is different from either of 
the two text hands; its characteristics are given by Mr Thompson 
pp. 10, 11 “we should distinguish the latter [sc. the minuscule 
of the scholiast] for greater freedom and flexibility. In the 
text, the letters which descend under the line, are as a rule 
short, and turn at the end; while the hand of the diorthotes is 
almost invariably stiff, lengthened and formal.” Is this hand 
then the work of a fourth scribe, or is it the scholiast writing in 
minuscule? Now the practice of other MSS. is that various 
readings as distinguished from comments, assimilate themselves 
to the hand of the text, and become minuscule if the text is 
written in minuscule. This practice may be studied, for 
example, in the Arethas-scholia. We are prepared therefore to 
find that these minuscule annotations, which as will be seen 
later are mostly textual in character, are the work of the 
scholiast. The palaeographical demonstration cannot be given 
better than in the words of Mr Thompson, p. 10: “just at first 
there is a certain difficulty in reconciling them [the minuscule 
and semiuncial hands], as, for his corrections and various 
readings the diorthotes usually employs minuscule characters, 
whilst the scholia are in the mixture of uncials and minuscules 
to which the name of half-uncial writing has been given. The 
hand of the -scholia is seen to be delicate but rather stiff, with 
an inclination to lengthen the strokes of letters under the line, 
as «, p, ¢, and sometimes 7 and +r, Comparing it in these 
points with the minuscule writing of the diorthotes, the 
similarity of the two is evident.” To this internal proof an 
external argument may be added. The hypotheses etc. in the 
portion of Aeschylus that is written by the second hand, are as 
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will be seen later often supplied by the scholiast. The argu- 
ment to the Prometheus Vinctus f. 145 r. is a case in point; 
here we find both minuscule and semiuncial combined in one 
piece of writing; the body of the argument is in the small 
minuscule that we find in the margins, the dramatis personae 
are in the familiar semiuncial of the scholia. The conclusion is 
that the minuscule style of the scholiast is the minuscule that 
we find so often in the margin, and that accordingly the semi- 
uncial scholia and the minuscule annotations are the work of 
the same scribe, 

There are no ancient hands in the book that do not fall 
under one or other of these classes (the writing on the extreme 
margin will be dealt with later), and we may therefore consider 
the original book as the work of three scribes, two who wrote 
the text, and one who wrote the scholia and the other marginal 
notes. ‘This is also the opinion of Signor Vitelli, quoted by 
Mr Thompson. 

A note may be added upon the abbreviations of the manu- 
script: in the text they are rare, in the scholia frequent, but 
very little remarkable. The sign / still represents w and 
ew as well as nv, but evs is * although we do not find * for cs. 
In the scholia,and the minuscule hypotheses by the first scribe, 
we find the signs for a7ro, xaTa, wapa and mpos, and the syllables 
ap, ep, wp, but the only at all rare symbol used seems to be 
that for ev, which in the combination evs may be seen on f. 83 r, 
in the word ayiAdeuvs. M. Albert Martin finds the same sign 
in the scholia to the Ravenna Aristophanes (Les scolies du ms. 
d Aristophane, p. xviii), and besides the regular tachygraphical 
MSS. it is to be found in the Aristotle Ven. 201 (a. 955). Sig. 
Vitelli quotes an instance of éotav from the Aeschylus scholia 
(Museo ttaliano 1. p. 168): one of the most curious usages in 
the MS. is the formation of the syllable tes by + followed by 
the sign for eo, with two dots added above: this singular and 
seemingly superfluous combination may be seen in the Sophocles 
facsimile p. 96r. in the argument to the Qed. Col. yépovres, cf. 
also «aQaipovres 64r. in the argument to the Antigone, 33r, 
mpocayopevovres and often. The same peculiarity occurs in the 
Ravenna Aristophanes, and in a MS. of Demosthenes, Ven. 418 : 
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the scholia of the Venetian Iliad do not exhibit it’. The 
“unusual form of vapa that Prof. Vitelli cites from our MS. 
(l. c, p. 14, plate rx. 7) is merely an expedient for ease in 
writing, whereby the curved top of the 7 in a hand of this 
sort is made to do duty for the curve that properly forms the 
lower part of the symbol. 

We may now investigate the share that these three scribes 
took in the composition of the book. It is to be understood 
that except where it is stated otherwise, the text is written by 
the first and second hands, the scholia by the third. 

Sophocles. 

The titles, colophons and arguments are written by the first 
scribe: in most places this is obvious, and the contrast with the 
more regular semiuncial of the scholiast is marked: the title 
to Ajax, f. 1 r. might seem doubtful, but its similarity to the 
scholia may be explained from the fact that the first scribe, 
like many writers of MSS. begins his task prudently, in a 
regular and small hand: confidence and the feeling that the 
material will not give out, soon relaxes this severity, and already 
the colophon codoxXeovs aias paotvyopdpos on f. 16 vy. is 
written more freely. The names of persons are by the first 
scribe, often in minuscule; here and there a name, where it 
has been omitted, is added by the scholiast, e.g. arré on 48 r. 
and 63r. Independently of the hand, the fact that the person- 
names were written before the scholia is plain from 3 v, where 


= 3 
the scholia are written partly round texmss, and 33 y, where 


similarly the name iepedc mpeaSurns is encased in a paragraph 
of scholia. Variants introduced by 7 are frequent in the 
margin, in the minuscule of the scholiast; some instances of 
these have been already given: it is to be noticed that several 
variants written in the margin by the scholiast are not in 
minuscule but in semiuncial: some of these are accompanied 
by a short explanation or comment, and may therefore be 
considered as short scholia, e.g. Gr. qf ovx éyovTos* TO eyKAnpa 


1 Instances of MSS. with this pecun- MS. Genoa 3 (Missione di s, Carlo, 
liarity, but not belonging to this class, a Psalter s. xz). 
are Paris gree 155 (a Catena), and 
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THs huyis avtav: Kr, 6 v. Ff aritov vBpifwv mapa To 
ounpov KTr., 10 v. of Tooadta oot KTr., 11 Vv. of twpoe KTA., - 
109 v. of opetcoBatay xtd.; but there are other examples, e.g. 
9 r. of bwréppeya, 18 r. of wowia apa, 32 r., 34 v., 35 7, 57 4. 
bis, 58v,, where the variant is undistinguishable from the 
ordinary variant in minuscule, and we must atcordingly say that 
the scribe has used, either from madvertence or indifference, one 
style instead ofthe other. It is to be noticed that these variants 
are variae lectiones proper, that is alternatives, and are not 
intended to take the place of what stands in the text: the sign 
of is to be read ypaderar rather than ypdde or ypamréor: cf. the 
expansion of it on f. 32 v. The margin however contains 
plenty of corrections properly so called; the first hand occa- 
sionally corrects his own writing. 347. he adds in the margin, 
huddled up, Oed. Tyr. 62; f. 47r. after Oed. Tyr, 1299 he had 
written poo oj dvcdaiuov poipa, in error, which he expresses 
by prefixing a small hook or crescent (9), the proper mark of 
omission at this period; some hand, which it is hard to identify, 
has then dotted the line over, another usual expedient, and 
lastly someone else has scored it out with a knife. Similar 
proceedings have taken place on f, 252 v. Apoll. Rhod. ry. 
950 sq. More often however the omitted lines are added, and 
corrections in the text are made, by the scholiast: so f. 17 r. 


Electra 15 is added in minuscule by the scholiast with ors pre- 
fixed (a usual method in MSS. of denoting that matter written 
in the margin is an addition to the text and not comment, but 
not in the manner of our scholiast: compared with the same 


word ff. 23 r. 27 v. and 32 v., I incline to think os on 17 r. the 
addition of a later hand): f. 50 v. Antig. 68 and 69 having been 
omitted by the first scribe from a similarity of openings, are 
added by the scholiast, 68 in the margin, 69 in the text, the 
first scribe’s wepiooa at the beginning of 70 being erased: f. 66 vy, 
Trach. 177 is added to the text, being the last line on the page, 
by the scholiast. In these instances the scholiast has employed 
no sign, the position of his lines making it evident that they 
belonged to the text; on f. 70r. he adds Trach. 536 in the 
margin with the sign < at the end of it, to which another < 
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above line 537 corresponds: f. 79 r. at the end of the Trachiniae, 
the eighth d@dov npaxdéovs is added in minuscule between the 
lines by the scholiast: f. 96 v. the lines at the bottom of the page, 
eimé—rrov 7) yOes EBy are in minuscule by the scholiast: f. 109 v. 
Oed. Col. 899 is added by the scholiast without a sign, f. 110 r. 
Oed. Col. 1105 is added in the margin by the scholiast, f 112 r, 
Oed, Col, 1256, is added by the scholiast in the margin, with 
an erasure in the text between daxpvow and aides, as if the 
first scribe had written part of the omitted line there: f, 113 r. 
Oed. Col. 1375 added in margin by scholiast without a sign, 
f. 117 v. the three lines etpes copoxders ev coos péya KréEos 
etc, are written below the text by the scholiast. For corrections 


| “Al Hi: 
in the text we may take 56r. waxoic ib, etppocpéva, 56 v. 


“alpen 
seocenrers the dots which are put at either end of these 
semiuncials serve apparently to distinguish them from glosses 


f, 32 r, a variant is itself corrected in the same way, 2f yyarstot. 
further, f. 64 r. Antig. 1327 7’av is remade by the scholiast, f. 
111 v. Oed. Col. 1211 rod and ypnifer are added in the text by 
the scholiast: f. 117 r. Oed. Col. 1729 the erasure between Oéuts 
and de was, and rad’ above the line are the work of the scholiast. 
Many more instances of all these cases will be found in the 
Hellenic Society’s facsimile. 

There is still another series of marginal notes to be con- 
sidered; a number of words that occur on the extreme margin 
of the page, and in many cases have been almost cut away by the 
trimmer: so f. 4r, puripc...(Ajax 241), £51. ra mparyn (id. 347), 
f. 5 v....comwéorartov (ib. 381), ib....nua (ib. 390), f. 7 r. yapur 
ya...TikT...(ib. 522), ib. érnjvecep...(ib. 536), f. 7 v. ...cenrre 
(ib, 566), f. Sr. atde...(ib. 627), f. 10 r. &...(ib. 786), £ 10 v....vme... 
vys (ib, 820), ib....ov...@ (ib, 853), f. 11 v. ...1pd...@ (ib. 914), 
f. 13 v.... dwvad vot (ib. 1089), ib. ....yos dAX@y (ib. 1105), f. 141. 
raxos xa... (ib. 1177) f. 15 1. éywexXemer...7rdo pndev dy... 
(Ajax 1274, 1275). The hand, which is always minuscule, is 
I think the same as that of the scholiast; it is less formal and 
regular than his minuscule when he is correcting the text or 
adding variants, but on prolonged comparison it will be seen to 
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be very like the smaller specimens of that sort, and the less 
careful writing corresponds to the apparent character of these 
annotations. From the list of those on the Ajax that I have 
given, it will be seen that they are for the most part repetitions 
without comment of a word or words in the text: the reasons 
for such a proceeding might be various; from a comparison with 
the usage in Aeschylus, it seems likely that the annotator put 
down words that struck his eye in reading the author, as unusual 
in any way. In one or two cases in the Ajax the notes are 
slightly longer: eg. f. 9 v. [ku]Saferac [a]vti rod Aoi Sop letrat 
(Ajax 722), and f. 14 v. ...du vrép...déy avréorns which seems 
to be a paraphrase of the line in the text (Ajax 1231): in 
these two cases the note takes the form of comment; one 
may perhaps suppose that in the other cases the intention of 
the annotation is exegetic, but that information failed the 
writer. 


Aeschylus. 


The title and argument to the Persae, and the person- 
names in the first gather, are by the first scribe, these latter 
however are added by the scholiast where they have been 
omitted, eg, 121 r. where the y of the first scribe may be 


contrasted with the atocca of the scholiast. F. 123 r. Pers. 3941 
nx@’ PoBos dé x7d. is added by the schol. in the margin; f. 125 r, 
Pers. 555 BépEns 6€ wavt’ éréore «th. to 564 is added by the 
schol, in the margin, with the sign < (this specimen of the 
scholiast’s minuscule may be studied in the Florentine fac- 
simile, fase. I. tav. Ix.: the first scribe no doubt omitted the 
lines from the homeoteleuton of &ép&ns 8 da@Xecev Toroi and 
vaes 6 am@decav toro): f. 126 r, Pers. 676, & is added by the 
scholiast above the line between dsayoev and auapria: ib. Pers. 
699 qezretopeévos is added in the margin by the scholiast. At 
127 r, the second gather begins, and the text is in the hand 
of the second scribe*: the person-names are by the second 
scribe, but they are often omitted, and the scholiast supplies 


* TI quote the lines according to facsimile, 1. 83, gives a specimen of 
Wecklein’s edition, Berlin 1885. the second hand. 
2°'The Palaeographical Society's 
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them: f.134r. in the instance already quoted, Agam. 293 meet 
that the second scribe had written, is crossed out and rf 
written by the scholiast: f. 129 r. at the top of this page the 
first four ruled lines are left blank; in the margins the schol. 
writes ov deter: ib, Pers. 922 xoowov 7 avdpa@v added in 
marg. by the scholiast, while after 921 in the text there is a 
short line erased: 130 r. Pers. 991 af ivyyayou in the marg. by 
the schol. in minuscule, ib. Pers. 1005 the scholiast in semi- 
uncial qf «ai axpdta: é£od éorat xrH., f. 130 v. Pers. 1011 
werhyyweO otar 8: ai@vos tuyat added in minuscule by the 
scholiast, to which itself a variant of Sai/novos réyas is added 
in semiuncial: ib. Pers. 1047, ya@pw is added by the scholiast in 
the margin: f. 131 r, the colophon of the Persae and the title to 
the Agamemnon are by the second scribe; f. 133 v. Agam. 112— 
114 Evpudpovov to alav are written in the text with no sign of 
erasure, by the scholiast: there must therefore have been a 
blank, and we see why above, f. 129 v., od Aemres is written by 
the scholiast where there is no omission: f. 1384 r. Ag. 263 after 
TO péAXdov, the scholiast adds ro 5€ mpoxAvew in the text: 
f.195 v. Ag. 1120 ret in dacdpvver is added in the text by the 
scholiast: ib. Ag. 1115 & (i.e. Kawavépa) is added in the margin 


by the scholiast: f. 140 r. Choeph. 382 dry», the alpha being 
written by the scholiast in the same fashion as the corrections 
in Sophocles: f. 140 v. Choeph. 460 xpaiver’ evdixws in the 
marg. by the scholiast, who also makes an erasure in the text: 
f. 141 vy. Choeph. 521 in the text mapeiyap, the ec, and later 
7 in tov- are the work of the scholiast, in the margin is 7 
mapa by the second scribe, a very unusual occurrence: f. 142 v. 
Choeph. 625 ér avépi Teuxer popwt schol. in marg.: f. 143 v. 
Choeph. 708—710 zpoodopa added by scholiast in the margin, 
with at the end the mark < to which < before aiv@ answers; 
the cause of the omission is evidently homoeoteleuton: f. 145 r. 
Choeph. 851 jev @vicKovros by the schol. in the margin, and 
also written into the text by the scholiast: f. 145 r. the colophon 
to the Choephoroe is by the second scribe, but the argument etc. 
to the Prometheus is by the scholiast: f. 147 v. Prom. 9 at the 
Journal of Philology. vou. xx. 13 
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scholion 7d ¥ S:a 7d ode, a small y is actually written against 
the line, apparently by the scholiast, (Prof. Vitelli thinks by 
the second scribe); f.148 r. Prom. 15 ri in text, over which the 
schol. writes poo: f. 156 v. Prom. 844 add. in marg. schol. 
ib. Prom. 851 ev in éxpendyOnxev add. schol.: ib. Prom. 856 


Marie? tov add. schol.: f. 158 v. Prom. 1033 of adn’ épety warny 
schol.inmarg. F.159r. the colophon and ornaments to the Prom. 
are by the second scribe, the argument etc. to the Eumenides 
by the scholiast, the person-names in the play by the second 
scribe : f.160 v. Eumen. 121—123 added by the scholiast in the 
margin, with < at the end, to which < above wer corresponds: 
f, 163 r. Eumen. 390 the line rav nAiw Naprat SucodoTraimaka 


is added in marg. by the schol.: f. 167 r. Eumen. 848 sipiad 


Sapas...oy, the scholiast superscribes ‘a’ and ‘av’: f. 169 r. the 
colophon to the Eumenides and the words v7ro@eots trav érra 
émi @n8as are by the second scribe in semiuncial; the letters 
are very remarkably formed, and the place is a decisive proof 
that the second hand and the scholiast are different; cf. also 
the colophon to 8. c. Th. and the title of the Supplices, F. 179 r. 
the dramatis personae at the beginning of the Septem c. Thebas 
are by the scholiast, the person-names to the text are added by 
the scholiast where the second scribe has left them out: f.170 r, 
S.c. T.73 af «at 6X\Bov péovra xai douous, schol.: ib. 8. c. T. 838 
in €Aedexas the scholiast inserts v after mw, ib. 8. c. T. 123 


H H u 
payava both 4 added by schol. ib, 8. c. T, 124 iced Bov by 
schol.: f. 171 r. 8. c, T. 178 rs is added by the second scribe 
above the line, ib. S. c. Th. 194 the letters év «uv in the words 
movrTiw ev xvparte are by the schol. in an erasure, and there are 
a great many other corrections by the scholiast’ of accents and 
syllables in this part of the book: f. 174 r. S. c. T. 496 dvdpi is 
added above the line by the second scribe: f. 179 r. Suppl. 9 vAa 
in ¢vAakavopay is by the scholiast in an erasure, marg. 2 
dvEavopay schol. F.179 r. Suppl. 81 78ax in text, ryvde in marg. 
by the scholiast; f. 183 v. Suppl. 527—529 added by schol. in 
margin; f. 188 r. the ornaments at the end of the Supplices are 
by the second scribe, and this subscription at the bottom of the 
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page + Tédos Sedwxas yptote ool ydpw pépw: Ff. 188 v. and 
189 r. the Blos aiayvAov which covers these two pages, is by the 
scholiast, in a larger and rounder minuscule than what he uses 
on the margin of the text: it is proportioned to the greater 
space and the fact that the scribe is now writing the substantive 
text and no longer subordinate matter. In this respect it 
resembles the scholiast’s minuscule on two pages of Apollonius 
(256, 260). This selection of additions and corrections may be 
sufficient to shew the part taken by the third hand in the 
writing of Aeschylus: I have made the list shorter because of 
the exact manner in which every case is recorded by Prof. 
Vitelli in Wecklein’s edition of Aeschylus (Berlin 1885). 

Next to be considered are the annotations on the extreme 
margin of Aeschylus. We do not find single words as in the 
Sophocles, but, apparently as an equivalent, the contraction 2%, 
for fret, against particular verses: e.g. f. 140 v. against Choeph. 
437, 439, 441, f£. 141 r. against Choeph. 472, f. 141 v. Choeph. 
519, 521, 530, 542, f. 170 r. S. c. Th. 83 where the word éAede- 


pas is corrected by the schcliast into eneSeuas. Either, as in 
these cases, the sign 27 is written simply, or the word in ques- 
tion to which it is directed is added, as f. 131 r, Agam. 3 27 


Src or the 2 is an introduction to a comment, eg. f. 162 v. 
Eumen. 331 2° ofwac dpovodane, f. 182 v. Suppl. 435 27 omac 
pntitAalne trav ixériv: or we have a comment in the same 
style but without 77, e.g. f. 133 v. Agam. 124 oftwac ed vixarw, 
f. 140 r. Choeph. 408 ofuae ws tis tpdtrat 7’ dv & Zed, f. 140 v. 
Agam. 434 ofuas matpos 8 atiuwoo’ ap aticet, f. 142 r, Choeph. 
588 oluas médovpar iv’ 7 TO onpatvopuevoy jpeTéwpor, f. 161 v. 
Eumen. 204 otras [8, not 27] olvas Séerop, f. 181 r. Suppl. 
254 oipae 1) Epod paBéor, f. 187 r. Suppl. 950 tows y avdros y’ 


ot Evvep. These longer passages at once serve to identify the 
hand that writes them, and to explain the single words in the 
margin of Sophocles: they plainly belong to the same series of 
annotation, and the same purpose seems to be served by the 
tjrec in Aeschylus as by the particular word in Sophocles: 
they call attention to something that the writer found a diffi- 
13—2 





have Sniphied a doubt as to whether | te arch aty 
properly copied. From the longer cc 
however, we see that the writer ah n his 
reader, at places where the text eppeared to, bi im 3 not t 
sense: he suggests a reading fy" # To o1 D1 
while ‘all these seta, Sages’ wudi-Gemaaaaaie 
the same writer, the longer comments enable us ti 
with the scholiast. The single words in the Sophocles- 
having apparently no value, have often been cut tl 

the binder, and where they remain, their cosition, GE edge 
has often exposed them to damp and rubbing, and dis tort sade 
obliterated the letters. The longer passages in Aeschyl 
being better preserved by being further within the 
be easily compared with the various lections added - Fr 
scholiast, and the hand in either case is seen to be the same. 
The evidence from Apollonius may conveniently be noticed 
here : the signs are fewer, but we have an equivalent (4/) for 
tyrec on f. 199 r, at Ap. 1 693, and in other places. The : 
consideration of these extra-marginal notes is of importance 

as throwing light on the arrangement of the manuscript, and | 
also as giving a parallel to very similar extreme-marginalia in 

the Venetian Iliad,in which I may refer to Ludwich, Aristarchs 
Homerkritik, 1. p. 160 sqq. 













4 tls J _ a 
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Apollonius. 

F. 190 r. bk 1. title and argument are by the scholiast, but the 
colophon to bk 1. and the title to bk 1. (f. 207 v.), to bk mz. 
(f. 224 v.), and to book tv, (f. 241 v.) are by the first scribe, 
f, 191 v. (1.139) & after I8uev is added in the text by the schol. 
f.194 v. the line L. 312 is added between the lines by the schol. in 
minuscule, f. 198 v. (I. 698), of «al wepeteAXopevou Ereos schol, 
in minuscule. f. 200 v. the line 1. 771 is inserted by the scholiast 


in the text between 769 and 770, ib. 1, 802 wireo, v by schol. 

f 201 vy. 1. 898 é0%, “rou by schol. ib. dyelpde, marg. dyelpace 
ai 

schol. f. 202 r. 1. 955 évveno, af by schol. ib. 1 960 added in 














ee 
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minuscule by the schol. in marg., and before the scholia, which 
are written round it. f 203 r.1. 1041 8 after opd3pw added in 
text by the scholiast. f. 204 v. L 1155 omitted in the text, is 
added by the scholiast in minuscule in the margin. f. 207 r. I. 
1333 jxev, suprascr. schol. qf eAev. f. 209 r. m1. 110 on the 
margin and partly cut off, in a minuscule hand which seems 
none of the three already known, wpeldns & apvx...8ing vT... 
wos omra...f. 215 v. 1. 624 tadra is added by the first scribe 
above the line. f. 220 v. 1. 1018 added by the scholiast in the 
margin with the sign <. f. 237 v. ut 1047 avdpwyr is added 
above the line by the first scribe. f. 287 v. 11. 1110 ovea corr. 





by first scribe into 3aca. f. 243 v. Iv. 137 oducts corr, by first 
scribe. These examples taken from many, may give an idea of 
the shares taken by the first scribe and the scholiast in pre- 
senting the author. We have now to see the scholiast as a 
corrector on a larger scale: f. 236 v. 111. 921 is followed in the 
text by 962: after 921 the scholiast puts the sign -« and in 


semiuncial the remark io To Nelzrov dvw Grrov TO onpetov; the 
onpeiov, %, recurs on the top margin, and is followed by the 
lines 922—961, written by the scholiast in minuscule; at 
the end is the sign & which refers the reader to another & 
which stands in the text before 962. The next correction is of 
larger extent: f. 250 v. after rv. 691 there follow in the text 
lines 722—752, after which stand 692—721, and then the re- 
mainder in order: this is all the work of the first scribe, which 
the scholiast sets in order thus. At v. 691 there is an asterisk, 
*, and two explanatory notes, one in the left margin, partly cut 
“off, as follows!: Se? ywwwonew ote pos Twepiccotépay SyrAwoL 
Thy éxactov adar(pjatos cvvayrw [élfm mpoceOnxaper, wore 
pa[S]iav troveto Par [+ ]nv tovTwy ovvélwlecav xal pr [a]pas cata 
Tob ypaldjews rroteto ac: this like the other explanatory notes 
is in semiuncial, In the right margin there is a longer note, 
Kata ANOnv avvéBn ypadivat otws. det ody amo Tod TéXoUS 
TovtTov Tov otiyvou Cnteiy ev TO Eutrpocbev KaTaBaTe@ Ti aKo- 
Aovdiav, drrov TO onpetov’ H5é Tod EnTroupévov otiyou apy 
eotwv oltws' tCavoy 7 Te dikn’ cuvarTew ody det oTws, Ta O 
1 These notes are printed in Merkel’s Apollonius, p. 241 sq. 
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dvew kai dvavdo ép’ Exrine itheors Tosaue Gee uypots 
inérno rérvera’ diedOdv 88 péyps tov8e Tod oiyou avras 
iSpvOncav épérrioe 7. yap dvelpov" avaroducov adlis ev TH 
éafévrt cai auvarpou obtw 7} yap ovelpwy uviotis aeveedln Sivev 
ppévas oppaivovea’ eira wad SvehOwy peyps tov odd aGhoxov 
xpovidao 5105 NaOov, TovTov Tov otixov civavoy Tois Eumpoobev 
S:aBas tovs epekns Ketpévous* obtw Sé Set cuvarrrety* adda of 
Tpis méppadev edt’ évonoey amd peyapoto Kiovras’ év 88 TH wea 
rovTwy éxaoTn cuvarres 70 Gppwotov onpuelov eOnxapev’ wal Set 
Taita oxonelv axpiBas pndev Ta ypadhel pepdopevoy dia TO 
kaxeivoy obras evpnkévar kal Td ohardpare de dyvoay pn) 
mpoocyeiv. Pursuant to these directions, the reader finds 
another asterisk -% on f. 251 r. before v. 692. At the end of the 
passage vv, 692—T721 is the sign 4% with the instruction £9 
Smiley €v T@ Tpo TOVTOU karaBara Tv axoXovOnow Kal cuve- 
mevay Tov AOryou" Grov TO onueiov tovro. Looking back, the 


other specimen of this sign is on f. 250 v. before line 722. Con- 
tinuing from here at line 751 we find the sign ® with the note 


tn TO onpetov éutpocbey mpd tpi@v otiywy Tov TédXovs TOU 
xataBatov: this sign we find at line 752, which is the third 
from the bottom of the page. The text then proceeds smoothly, 
The ordinary scholia are distinguished from these explanations 
by being enclosed in lines, e.g. on f. 250 v. and f. 251 r. Lastly, 
on a blank space at the bottom of f, 250 r. the scholiast, 
using minuscule, writes these rather enigmatical lines: 


apas éouke TOY KaTerTUynLEevoY 

Baddreqw avaideio ws xexy8dnrevpévov 

o> pawoBaxyov Kai Aiavy weduppévor 

> TatTpandoiayv Kal KaTn\uoynuévov 

el Kal puratTois avTos ws Oeod Hiros 

Tov pn KaTeyOpav B..pews TéuTrew RAOYouSs. 


I am unable to read the first syllable of the fourth word in the 
last line. Merkel prints Bipews, the word certainly appears to 
begin with 8, but the vowel that should follow is represented 
by a single stroke of no particular significance. So far as the 
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lines have any meaning, they seem intended to support the 
prayer cal yu) apas kata Tod ypadews Troveto Bau, 

In the same quaternion as this correction, on f. 252 v. we 
find line 849 followed by |. 950, and the passage continuing so 
that the next page (the actual f. 254 r.) began with 974, that is 
to say exactly one hundred lines were omitted, To remedy 
this, an extra leaf or half-sheet is inserted between the seventh 
and eighth: viz. f. 253, the flap of which is visible between ff. 
246 and 247; the writing on this leaf, text and scholia, is all in 
the hand of the scholiast: further, on f. 252 the lines 950— 
973, which had been mistakenly added, are cancelled, first by a 
lunette or semicircle being prefixed to each line (9), next a 
hand, apparently later, has scored lines cross-wise across the 
passage. Further, on the top of f. 254 r.,immediately above the 
text, two lines, 972 and 973, are added, that is to say, the first 
scribe having omitted a hundred lines, the scholiast, finding 
them too many to write in the margin, inserted one entire leaf 
on which to write them: at the same time he marked out the 
twenty-four lines that were out of place on f. 252 v. and had 
therefore 124 lines to insert. Of these he wrote 54 on the recto 
of f. 253, 68 on the verso, writing close and in double columns 
towards the bottom: but even so, two lines remained, which he 
added above the text of f. 254 r. 

In the next gather, on f. 255 v. after 1. 1097 comes 1123 to 
1147, after which is 1098 and the page continues to 1113: the 
scholiast has cancelled the lines 1123—1147 with double marks 
of omission (99, the outer set of which seem to me in a 
different hand), then he has cut away f. 256 altogether and 
inserted a new leaf, the actual f. 256, which is gummed to 
f, 261; f. 257, in the first hand, begins with 1174, so that fewer 
lines than usual were necessary to fill up the gap. Accordingly 
in the recto of 256 we have 52 lines and on the verso 28, while 
the average of the lines in Apollonius is 42. To account for 
one page containing so few lines that the next page begins with 
1174, we must suppose some confusion or repetition in the 
original f. 256, which is unknown to us. Again, f. 260, the 
sixth leaf is inserted and written by the scholiast: here there 
is no disturbance in the pages that precede or follow, but 
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evidently a number of lines must have been omitted on the 
original f, 259, for on the recto of the restored leaf we have 70 
lines, on the verso 62, and the lower part of the recto is in 
double columns. 

The method of rearranging a discontinuous text by means 
of a system of signs, is common in late MSS., and is in itself a 
practicable arrangement, So we find that in the beautiful 
tenth-century Pappus, Vat. 218, the quires stand in a wrong 
order, and are adjusted by a late scribe, who calls himself 
Zacharias, in the same way: in the eleventh-century MS. of 
Dio Cassius, Ven, 395, a late hand has frequent warnings to the 
reader in the text; e.g. f 202 r. at the beginning of a gather, 
tire 0 avayweoKxwy TO TapoYy TeTpadioy ev dAdAw TOTw OdetAoV 
teOjvat 0 yap Tas BeSpavas cuvtideis naotoyncev; this is a 
matter of gathers, not of mistakes in copying by the original 
scribe; o ovvTifeis tas BeSpavas is evidently a would-be 
rearranger of the book after its binding had burst: at the end 


of this and the next gather we find the indication on on 


f. 198 r., the first page of a quire of two sheets, we have tn 
didudXov 1. 

These however are cases of books that have become dis- 
turbed and have required rearranging many years after their 
writing : rearrangements in the text of an eleventh-century MS. 
at the time when it was written, are unusual. The reader will 
find another instance of a direction to look out for onweta in 
the page of the Paris Anthology facsimiled by M. Omont 
(facsimilés des plus ancieus MSS. no. 33), The different 
procedure adopted in different cases by the scholiast is also 
worthy of notice: here he sets matters right by writing omitted 
lines in the margin, with a direction to the reader where to 
look for them: there he does’ not rewrite, but corrects a 
disjointed text by a number of corresponding signs: in another 
case the omitted lines are so many that the margin will not 


‘Compare also Bodl. Barocci 69, wy» 7d onyeiov rodro GQ. F. 157 v. 
a.p, 1878; on f, 155 v. in the margin we (which is blank but for one line) zr 
EE PYCR AEN TY PERE EOE: CPANEL eS 855 atlni, OF aleod tee 
page], and below 2° ¢umpoo@ev dio piA- 
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contain them, and it is judged better to insert a new leaf which 
closely written will contain the omitted lines: in other places 
the leaves on which mistakes have happened are cut out and 
written anew. The most interesting point however in the 
third hand’s correction is the apology that on f. 250 v. he makes 
for the blunders of the first writer. It is of the utmost rarity, 
in a MS. of a good age, for a scribe to break his impersonality 
and speak in his own person: and I know no instance of one 
scribe referring to another of his companions. In our case, the 
third scribe apologises for his subordinate: Se? radra oxoreiv 
axpiBas he says of his system of signs, wndev TA ypadel 
peudouevov; and the reason he gives for such pardon is 
interesting, “ because he found it so and did not attend to the 
mistake.” In the study of MSS. we are so entirely reduced 
to inference, that an explicit statement of this kind is of great 
value, Also one sees that according to the standard of an 
eleventh-century scribe, verses added in the margin, pages cut 
out, lines erased or struck out, needed no excuse: it was only 
when the text as presented to the reader, was not of itself 
continuous, that he felt it necessary to explain, and to depre- 
cate complaint. Late scribes, e.g. of the xvith century, lament 
freely the laceration or the unintelligibility of their archetypes : 
but a scribe of a good age is usually silent. 

A certain number of the scholia to Apollonius were in the 
process of copying written on the wrong page: the scholiast 
warns the reader of the fact in the following way. F. 196 r. 
the note on line 1, 498, which is the first line on f. 196 v., is on 
the recto of the leaf: accordingly in the margin we find tov 
éxeifev xataSatod oyéduor, ‘the scholion belongs to the page 
over there”: f. 206 r. the scholion on I. 1280 which should be on 
the verso is on the recto of this leaf; in the margin we have, 
axodov Tov éxeiBey cedtdos. F, 244 v. the scholion on Iv, 247 
should come on f. 245 r., it is on the verso of 244. The margin 
has the note ravta tad cyoda Tov étépov eioi xataBarod. 


On f, 245 r. at the bottom we have fm Ta Aowra eYorALa ToUTOU 
Tod KataBatou otpéyras To PUAAOV. KaraBaror is late Greek 
for ‘page’; according to Stephanus the earliest authority for it 
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is Herodian, Epimerismi (ed. Boissonade, London 1819) p. 2 dpa 
kal év Tots weT@Trlois TOV KaTaBaTor, and the word is recognised 
by Hesychius and Suidas, The more usual word in classical 
Greek is cedis, which is used as an equivalent of xataBardv on 
f.206 r. Another mediaeval word for ‘page’ or ‘side’ is dyes"; 
eg. in the xth century MS. of Clement Alex., Tatian and 
Athenagoras, at Modena, Estense 126, where a manuscript has 
been made up by writing a first part to fit a mutilated book 
already existing, at the end of the new part, which had over- 
lapped the old by a page, the scribe writes Gntes alnvaryopov 
mpecBelav qmept Ypiotiavav év Ti B dye. rou dvAdov Tod 
éyouévou Tetpadiov; accordingly we find that the first page of 
the original book is crossed out, and the treatise of Athenagoras 
begins on the verso of the first leaf. 

We are now able to reconstruct the process of the writing 
of the book. A single scribe had the direction of it: he 
numbered the quires, perbaps ruled the leaves, and gave them 
out to be written: the writing was done by two other men, 
apparently younger than the director, of whom the first wrote 
the whole of Sophocles and Apollonius, while at the second 
quire of Aeschylus a second scribe was taken on who completed 
the author. The duty of these men was to copy the text of 
their author, with all that immediately appertained to it, the 
titles and colophon of the play, the names prefixed to the parts 
of the characters, the arguments introductory to the plays. 
The first scribe fulfilled this duty accurately, the second, for 
reasons that are not obvious, in places contented himself with 
the bare text, and we find therefore many of these appendages 
in the case of Aeschylus in the hand of the director. The two 
subordinates very seldom correct their own mistakes ; and they 
take no further part in the making of the book. The director, 
or as we may call him, the diorthotes, received the sheets as 
written, and his first care was to compare the text with the 
archetype, and to add lines or passages of the text that had 
been left out by the two scribes. Where necessary, he had 
recourse to strong remedies, and cut away and added pages, 


1 Another word is épacis, of. the notes from Barocci 69 just quoted, 
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He also found it necessary to introduce a new system of 
marking the quires in Aeschylus, to repair an inexplicable 
error of his own. He then proceeded to write, in the prepared 
spaces, the scholia that he found in the margin of his archetype, 
using a different character to distinguish the comments from 
the texts of the authors, but writing various readings in the 
ordinary minuscule, Finally, he appears to have read the 
book through in a more critical spirit, more as a reader than a 
scribe, and to have put down on the margin where it was free 
and in small character, either words which he doubted and 
for which he had no explanation, or in other cases a sign to 
attract the reader's attention to such words: or occasionally he 
ventured on a note, an expression of opinion as we should say, 
a conjecture of his own. This completed the book, it needed 
only to be made up and bound. At some period, probably 
later than the original binding, the leaves of the book were 
re-trimmed, and many of the diorthotes’ queries were cut away. 
The scholia were spared, and in one place f. 199 v., where they 
spread nearer to the bottom of the page than usual, the last 
quarter of an inch of scholia is turned up into a fold. In the 
course of time, at a period which nothing in the book itself 
enables us to fix, the quires of Aeschylus became unsewn, and 
one whole one, and three quarters of the next were lost. 


T. W. ALLEN. 
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Mr JAMES is to be congratulated on his successful raid 
among a few libraries, from which he has enriched apocryphal 
literature with no fewer than thirteen new documents, some 
indeed consisting only of a few lines. 

Perhaps the most interesting piece is the first, from an 
eighth century manuscript now in the National Library, Paris 
(nouv. acg. Lat. 1631). It is a vision of the world unseen, like 
the two in Bede, and has been known in other forms, Greek, 
Syriac, etc, but the new comer is the most complete of all. 
I propose to run through it, noticing forms and constructions 
interesting to students of late Latin and of the Romance lan- 
guages. The scribe has an ‘open mind’ on many points, ‘in 
all things mutable save mutability’, and by his interchange of 
consonantal ¢ (j) and g, shews that g in his days was no longer 
hard; as the forms of habeo, homo and hie, very often drop the 
aspirate, he places us by the cradle of modern French and 
Italian. 

P. 11 1. 10 11 habitante quodam in domum. So 19 9 
inhabitabam in eam. 21 26 ueniet habitare in eam. cf. 16 16 
omnia steterunt in conspectum eius. 16 19 20 impii non 
inuenerunt locum habitacionis in eum, 20 2 adhuc reputas in 
seculum permanere? 21 14 15 (cf. 35 33) cuius rei gratiam. 
25 14 the correct cuius rei gratia. 21 15 posite sunt aec 
litere super tabulas istas. 27 2 quis est super tronum? 27 8 
coram dominum., 30 18 qui sunt in hance penam. 30 33 <uidi> 
...in medium illius. 32 19 constitutos in foueam, 33 7 pannis 

1 Texts and Studies. Contributions Vol. 1 No. 3. Apocrypha anecdota 


to Biblical and Patristic Literature. by Montagne Rhodes James, M.A. 
Edited by J, Armitage Robinson, B.D. Cambr. University Press, 1893, 
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picem plenis et sulforem ignis. 34 85 de celum. 39 10 de 
mundum. 36 10 pendens in crucem. 36 30 uermes qui sub 
nos sunt, 41 32 habuit in semetipsum. As we have 22 26 
cum omnes sanctos suos, I retain the acc. 35 22 cum dilectissi- 
mum Paulum; and |. 28 arborem a uentum comotam. The 
ace. even takes the place of nom. 20 28 nondum completum est 
annum. Compare Petron. 58 uidebo te in publicum. 

P. 11 1. 12 fundamenta domus dissolueret. 15 coegit eum 
ut dissolueret fundamentum. Not a very common use of 
dissoluo, 

P. 111. 17 gallicole eius in quibus ambulabat docens uer- 
bum domini. gallicula cited hitherto from Jerome and from 
a glossary. Add Rufin. Ioseph. ant. Iv 8. martyr. Perpet. 
3 2 bis. p. 76 3 and 17 Robinson. Quicherat add. lexx. lat. 
Greg. Magn. dial. 1 2 (uar. lect.). 

P. 11 ]. 19 secundum eo quod. I find sic...secundum quod 
in Cypr. 713 16 Hartel. secundum quod...secundum hoc (= 
cao... cata TodTo) in Iren, 12824. 291. IV366f. 381. 
secundum quod without verb in Tert. adu. Marc. m1 6 f. 
Benoist and Goelzer in their new dict. Lat. Fr. have other 
exx. ¢o0 quod is common; but a combination of the two 
(instead of secundum id quod) is new to me. 

P. 12 l. 4 (of mankind) imperat autem omni facture, et 
plus quam omnis natura peccat. 22 33 uidi creaturam loci 
illius et omnem facturam dei. Cf. Rénsch Itala u. Vulgata 
329. Paucker spicilegium 271. Aug. serm. 34 1. 141 1. 
Clem. recogn, 11 ll. 8 ter. v 16f. 22 bis. vir 20 bis. 
34 f. 58f Iren. 1241. m263f. 3039ter. 343. 351. 
Iv 381. vill. 122. 36 3. Mar. Victorin. adu. Arium 
1 45. Hier. ep. 98 14. id, Didym, sp. s, 11. id. in ep. ad 
Eph. 1 1 (Ven. 1769 vir 548°) uolens itaque Paulus ostendere 
quod Deus uniuersa sit machinatus ex nihilo, non conditionem', 
non creaturam atque facturam, sed xataBodrp, id est initiwm 
fundamenti ad eum rettulit. 1 4 (ib, 626°) creatio quippe 
apud nos generatio uel natiwtas dicitur: apud Graecos uero 
sub nomine creationis uerbum /facturae et conditionts accipitur. 

1 This conditio (condo) is not to be confounded with the classical condicio 
(condico). 
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Phoebad. fil. diu. 3. Cassian, inc. v 3. Rufin. in Gen. 1 12, 
Vict. Vit. 11 69. passio sanct, IV coronat, 326 21. 330 24, 
334 23, 

P, 12 1.11 12 dum ad usque conuertentes peniteantur. I 
have not observed dum ad usque (cf. quo ad usque) elsewhere ; 
here it occurs also |, 20, 29, 35. 13 16. 17 6. 406. The 
depon. peniteamint also 18 18. 41 24: the personal act. pent- 
teant |, 21, 29. 13 16. 14 30. penitere 35 15. penitebant 
24 29. penituistis 36 8 and 9. penituerunt 25 11. On the 
depon. see Kretschmann de latinitate Apulei 81. On -eo, -eor, 
-endus, -ens, Koffmane Geschichte des Kirchenlateins 1 (Breslau 
1879) 70. Rufin. apol. 1 44 si ille pro his paenituit. Tert, 
adu. Marc. 11 24 ante med. paenitentem malitiarum. 

P. 12 1. 23 intaminauerunt homines sanctum nomen tuum. 
Georges and Benoist-Goelzer know the verb; Freund (Riddle- 
White, Lewis-Short) only the participle. See Hegesipp, 11 10 4 
ne templum intaminarent (ef. Ioseph. bell. 11 17 5 rods peai- 
vovtas Tov vadv). The adv. intaminate is in Iren. u 10 § 2. 

P. 12 1. 24 permitte me exurgam. | § permitte me et 
faciam. 13 12 permitte mihi et conteram. 30 6 non permi- 
serunt eum dicere. 23 26 non omnis homo permittetur ingredi, 
32 3 non permittebantur sumere. 32 24 non permittebantur 
dicere. Aug. de pecc. meritis I 66 f. aetas permissa maledicere, 
Amm. XIv 1 3 nec hiscere nec loqui permissus. 

P. 13 |. 3 (and 10 and p, 30 1. 18) noceor, 39 8 nocetur, 
31 36 uiduas et pauperes nocuerunt. Hence in p. 21 L 27 
nocemur (ms. wocemur) is a certain correction; uewamur did 
not even deserve the honour of a query in the note. Benecke 
on Justin xXLIV 46. Burm. and Gud, on Phaedr. Iv 18 (19) 4, 
Iren. V 5 2. Hermas mand. x 1 2. Aug. de gestis Pelag. 33. 
Greg. Tur. glor. mart. 1 31. Réinsch Ital. u. Vulg. 441. Hier, 
in Gal, 1 2 (on c. 3 1 vo 417°) uel is, in quo bona sint aliqua, 
alio fascinante, id est inuidente, noceatur, (ib.*) tenera aetas 
noceri dicitur fascino, Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 1 265. Hagen 
on vulg. p. 33. Vict. Vit. m 37. [Cypr.] tm 319 ver. 261 and 
264 Hartel, dig. xL111932. Veg. m1 26 p. 119 13. 

P. 13 1. 20 incessabiliter. Add to lexx. Rufin h. e. v1 17 f. 
h. mon, 12. Cassian. coll. xtv 104 xxr142. Aug. in 
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ps. 93 23. Oros. 1 2106. vi 207. wa 416. 25 13. 
414, Bedahe.16f. m11. Eddius uita Wilfr. 48, Baron. 
A. D. 601 13. Migne Luo 739%. Ennod. ep. v1 38 f. Leo ep. 
108 (83) c. 2 (1 1012" Migne), 

P. 13 |. 34 indeficienter. Add to lexx. Hil. in ps. 118 
1.132. Fulgent. c. Fastidios. 14. c. Fab. fr. 6 cet. Bonif. p. 223 
Jaffé. [Aug.] serm. 2 ad catech. 13. [Hil.] anon. in Iob 1 
p. 28. Rénsch 153, 

P. 141. 12 conlugemus. A rare word. I have recorded no 
other example except the one to be seen in lexx. 

P. 14 1. 16 (cf. 17 4) adiutorium., Freund’s effrontery in 
calling this word, which exists in medical and theological 
writings in hundreds of examples, ‘rare’, is only equalled by 
the submissive ignorance of Riddle-White and Lewis-Short 
who still repeat the fable. Take a few exx. Pollio in Suet. 
gr. 10 p. 108 Reiff. VM. 1 7 E 1 cet. Sen. ben. m 23 3. 
v1352. iral5 2. ep. 52 3. 87 25, 31. Tert. adu. Marc. 1 
8am m4 p.m. 11 pr. quae in -um masculo...fuerat 
designata. Saluian. eccl. m1 13. Cassian. inst. xm 141. 17 
1 bis. 18 pr. coll. mz 1234 163, 22 3. xxr 33 1. 
(Petschenig is so well aware that the word is no rarity, that 
he gives it no place in his index.) It would be easy to collect 
examples from fifty writers, and fifty examples from some 
single writers. From Theodore Priscian alone I glean 124 
references. Why should men who take money from a con- 
fiding public for teaching Latin proclaim on the house tops 
that they have never opened the elder Seneca, Frontinus, 
Apuleius, any father or medical writer? It is the fashion to 
display ignorance of the Bible; can we conceive Rob, Stephens, 
or Faber, or Gesner, or Scheller, or Forcellini, calling a word 
‘rare’ which occurs 39 times in the concordance to the Vulgate? 
Rénsch gives it no place in his book, though he finds room for 
many words not marked as ‘rare’ by Messrs Freund, Riddle, 
White, Lewis, Short’. Half an hour with Augustine will enable 


1 Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de in Gregory, pointing out that adiu. 
Tours 465, only thinks it worth while mentum, as obsolete, is in Placidus 
to record three examples out of many explained by adiutorium, 
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any student to take the measure of these gentlemen as regards 
a right to lay down the law of Latin usage. 

P. 14 1. 32 quecunque operantur a uobis, See Georges for 
opero and the passive operor, Add Isid. sent. 11194, Ronsch 
Itala u. Vulg. 298. 388. 

P. 15 1. 12 exiebant. Neue Formenlehre 11 445. act. apost. 
8 7 old Lat. Migne ovr 1291*, Lucifer p. 41. 7 Hartel. 

P. 16 |. 6 obmixta. Unknown to lexx. In Apul. met. ty 20 
introduced by Hildebrand from the mss. and retained (se ob- 
miscent agminatim) by Eyssenhardt. 

P. 16 1. 20 21 dominati sunt anime eius. Like regno and 
desino,in Horace, dominor occasionally follows the Gr. con- 
struction. Apul. Asclep. 39, Tert. apol. 26 f. adu. Marc. Iv 
27 p.m. pudic. 17. Minne. 12 5. Herm. past. m1 9 23. Hier. 
ep. 125 11. in Ioel c. 2 (v1 194* ed. Ven. 1768). Réonsch Itala 
u. Vulg. 438. gen. 37 8 Lugd. Ezech. 4618. Migne xc 131% 
Iren. 11 6 1,4 163f. 182. 23 4 Iv 11 bis. Possibly 
however animae may be dative. 

P. 16 |, 23 necesse est enim te reuertere in eodem corpore, 
18 1.10 n. ce. e. ter. in carne tua. Georges adds to the stock 
exx. (Lucr. and Pompon.) of the present used intransitively 
only Aug. serm, 194 5 Mai. I have not recorded any example. 

P. 17 1. 14 uiuificatio. The substantive is less common 
than the verb. See however Cypr. de domin. orat. 12 f. (275 
19 Hartel). Ambr. hexaém. Vv 1 bis. in ps. 37 39. Nicet. 
de spir. s, potentia (Migne Lit 858°) 9 f. 

P, 18 1. 3 hora and ora im a single line. 

ibid. minabatur. Fr. mener. It. menare. gl. Reichenau 
col. 38 157 abigebat: inde minabat. See Georges. Rénsch 
Itala u. Vulgata 236 and coll. philol, 234. Arch. f. lat. Lexik, 
Iv 293 f. Sen. contr. 9 8 ceteros patres nostros, quos apud 
aratra ipsa minantes pecora sua circumsteterunt lictores. Greg, 
M. dial. 1 2 (157). Bonif. p. 280 p. m. Jaffé. Migne xcvr 
827°. leges Burgund, (von Salis) 631. 115 12. 

P. 18 |. 7 comminati sunt ipsius. I have no record of this 
construction, 

P.18 1. 12 ait ad illam. 27 10 ad alterutrum dicunt. ad 
after aio, Apul. met. v 18 f. sic ad illas ait. Clem. recogn. 
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120 pr. 71 pr. 47 pr. 69 pr. vil. 4 pr. 6 pr. vur 
Sbis. 1x1 pr. 33. 34 x16f 59 pr. 64 So after inguit 
Dosith, 38 ; after donatum Bonif. p. 260 f. Jaffé. On the use 
of ad after mando, do, cet. see Stiinkel in Jahrbb. f£ Philol, 
1876. Suppl. 641—4. Thielmann iiber Sprache u. Kritik 
des Apolloniusrom. (Speier 1881) 37, Rénsch in roman. For- 
schungen I (1883) 286—7. ad after dico Tert. adu. Marc. 1v 
22 f. de carne Chr. 16 f Lucifer (ed. Hartel) p. 61 1 4 17. 
72 3. Clem. recogn, 11 5 pr. 39 ter. Il 32 pr. Iv 23. v1 
ll. vor 4 98 % 13 pr. 54 pr. Bonnet Le Latin de 
Grégoire de Tours (Paris 1890) 583. With loguor we find ad 
in Verg. and Ov. Language becomes less synthetic; the force 
of terminations is forgotten, and prepositions or auxiliary forms 
make good the loss. , 

P. 18 |. 25 susurracio. Add to lexx. Cassian. inst. vir 9 3. 
x 20. See Georges. 

ibid, obuiauerunt eam. I have a good many exx. of the 
verb, but not in this construction. 

P. 18 1. 28 peculiaria nostra. See in Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 
Ir 38 39 peculiare as subst. | 

P, 18 ], 32 (23 3) miliorum. I have no record of this form. 

P. 19 1. 11 facta est uox dei ad eam. Gell. m1 23 20 seruus 
...has apud Menandrum uoces facit. In the vulgate we have 
factum est uerbum Domini ad me. 

P. 19 1. 17—19 quicunque enim fecerit misericordiam eius 
ipse miserebitur, et quicunque non misertus fuerit, neque ei 
miserebitur deus. 29 13 14 dicentes: Miserere nobis, domine; 
et nemo misertus est eis. cf. 32 24. 34 33. 35 1. 25—27 
(e.g. miserere plasmae tuae, miserere filiis ominum, miserere 
imagini tue). 36 4. But 30 12° orfanos non est misertus, 
33 16 orfanos non sunt miserti. For dat. see Cypr. 292 2 
Hartel. Lact. m. p. 23 8. Hermae Pastor (ed. Hilgenfeld, 


1 As in both these passages orfanos 
is preceded in the ms. by widuae et, it 
is doubtful whether we should read in 
both places the dat. or the acc., or 
retain the two cases. See for dat. 
Riénsch 313—4, Arch. f. lat. Lexik. 


Journal of Philology. Vol. XXII. 


yur 175. Paucker in Zeitschr, f. oest. 
Gymn, 1881, 494. 1887, 96. In the 
sense of ‘giving alms’ Koffmane 
Gesch, d. Kirchenlateins 1 (Breslau 
1879) 31. 
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Lips. 1873) uis. 11 12 p. 29 6. Tren. 1 38 2 mm 17 8 f. 
23 5f. Lucifer 426. 58 8 Hartel. passio Perpetuae 2 1 pr. 
2. 6p. 7012 Robinson. Aug. serm. 259 3 bis. Clem. recogn. 
ut 42 f. Hier. vi (Ven. 1768) 9% 13% 63% 296" 2974 
Beda h. e. 1112 f. hist. Apollon. Tyr. ind. 

P. 19 1. 20 angelo tartarucho. 29 32 angelos tartarucos. 
The Greek (Tischendorf apocalypses apocryphae, 48, Lips. 
1866) Taprapoiyos, so far as I know, here first assumes a Latin 
dress. 

P. 19 |. 21 mittat eum in tenebris exterioribus. 20 36 
anima ista in manibus Tartari tradatur. 21 1 ducat eam in 
carcere <?-em> inferiorum <?-em> et mittatur in tor- 
mentis. 21 11 12 si ingressus fueris in his portis. 22 9 10 
induxit me in secundo caelo, et iterum duxit me in firma- 
mento. 25 16 ingrediencium in ac ciuitate. 25 31 inducit 
eum in ciuitate. 31 26 miserunt eas in ceruicibus earum. 
33 3 alios proiecerunt in flumine. 34 7 respexi in puteo. 38 
13 ingressi sunt multi in regno. 

P. 20 |. 13 hactos. so fructos (22 32, but in same 1. fructus. 
23 1. 35 17). Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de Tours 357 
cites artos, grados, wersos, risos, and from an inscr. A.D. 515 
(Le Blant, Inser. chr. 492) aditos, 

ibid. ex quo caepit annorum .xv, cf. 1 15 ex quo ce<pit> 
XV. esse annorum. 

P. 21 |. 25 ilare uultu. Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de 
Tours, 359, cites the abl. forms secure, site, grande, cet. 

P, 21 1. 32 ilarens et gaudens. No example of hilarens has 
been recorded. Add to lexx. Isid. orig. 1 4 15 hilarisso. (I 
now see that the latest lexicon, Benoist-Goelzer, has this 
reference. ) 

P. 22 1 3 unus et unus, ‘one or two’, Siluia, peregrinatio 
ad loca sancta (1887) 77. 104. 107. Below 26 27 unus unum 
praecedit. 2918 huna super hunam. This usage is unknown 
to lexx. 

P. 23 1.3 milia milia butriones et in miliorum his singuli 
butriones. Elsewhere we find the biblical mila mulium, 
Compare Commod. apol, 806 multa milia gentes. cf. 853. 
After miliorum (for the form cf, 18 32) probably milibus has 
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fallen out. butrio is botryo. Several forms, but not this, may 
be seen in Georges. ' 

P. 23 1. 7 fiuenter prestat dona, Here fluenter evidently 
= affluenter (for which add to lexx. Iren.v 8 1. Greg. Tur. 
glor. mart. 1 11 col. 734° ed. Ben. Joseph. ant. rv 6 p. 105 pr. 
ed. Bas. 1524. affluentissime Aug. serm. 216 c. 4). 

P. 23 |. 24 aque candide ualde desuper lac. Rénsch (Itala 
u. Vulgata 398) cites instances of deswper as a prep. Here it 
is used like super. 36 22 melius super; 41 383 plus super. 
So Iren. v 5 2 fortior super. Tert. adu. Marc. Iv 20 pr. 
uastiori super. I 24 f. optimo super. CIL v 7780 super omnes 
felicissimo, 

P. 23 1, 25 aceriosus lacus = Acherusius ef. 1,32. 24 1, 

P. 24.1. 7 pirgi. Elsewhere the rare pyrgus is a dice-box ; 
here a ‘tower’. ' 

P, 24 1, 21 22 esurierunt ab his. Wé6lfflin in Archiv f. lat. 
Lexik. 1 411—2 has examples of eswrio with acc. and with gen., 
also of the perf., though Freund and his followers say ‘no perf.’ 

P. 24 1. 29 arbores ille...umiliantes semetipsos. 25 7 
arbores humiliant se et iterum eriguntur. I have many exx. 
of humilio (see Biinemann on Lact. tv 18 22); in Greg. Tur. 
four exx. of humiliatis capillis occur (Hannover 1883, index 
p. 949 col. 1 1. 31); otherwise the literal sense is rare. | 

P, 24 |. 33 studenter. A new word. ef. cognoscenter, 
nolenter in Roénsch 151; desideranter in Chrysol. serm. 165. 
Toseph. ant. (1524) 27 a. m. 

P. 24 1. 35 36 nichilum facientes proximis. I thought of 
prowimos ‘making no account of their neighbours’, as in 31 7 
8 nihil facientes dominum et angelos eius; but 25 1 2 shews 
that the dat. is right: si quid faciebant aliquid proximo 
modicum, inflati erant. 

P: 24 1. 36 amichabiliter. Add to lexx. [Cassiod.] de 
amicit. 3. schol, Vindob. in Hor. a. p. 411. [Hier.] ep. ad 
amic. aegr.1 4. Bonif, 269 Jaffé. Rénsch cites Nennius 46. 

P. 25 |. 16 17 ingrediencium in ac ciuitate. See n. on 21 1. 

P. 26 1. 1 qui seruiunt castitatem. Read serwo, not seruio, 
as Syr. has ‘whoever has kept his virgin and the purity of his 
soul,’ 

14—2 


“ 
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P. 26 1. 5 ad aquilonem ciuitatis. This gen. is not perhaps 
very common. Josh, 17 9 terminus Manasse ab Aquilone 
torrentis. 2 chr. 32 30 ad occidentem urbis Dauid. 

P, 26 1. 9 susceptores peregrinorum (cf. 13 susceptionem 
peregrinorum). See my glossary to Bede (-tio, -tor). Eugipp. 
uita Seuerini 1 5 senex, qui dudum in Asturis tanti hospitis 
susceptor exstiterat. Corp. gloss. 11 194 1 susceptor dzrodoyevs. 

P. 26 1. 25 est in ciuitate Christi murus praecedens in honore 
huic loco? but |. 27 unus unum praecedit. 1. 28 unus alium 
praecedit. The dat. is cited from Plaut. The aliwm=alterum, 
as very often, eg. Sulpic. perioch. Ter. Andr, 12, haut. 12. 
My glossary to Bede and my Lat. Heptateuch 103 31. 153 22. 

P. 26 1, 28 obquare. (cf. 33 29 obquid.) A new word. 

P. 26 1. 33 conuersus me. Nonius 480 21 acknowledges a 
depon. conuertor. Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de Tours, 413, 
cites se sustentaretur, se trucidantur. 

P. 28 |. 6 compsallent. 1. 9 compsallet. Benoist-Goelzer 
have introduced this word into lexx. (from [Cypr.] de xi 
abusiuis 11). 

P. 28 1. 7 tricans. Réonsch 302. Hermas sim. 9 9 (127 
16 Hilg.) quid te tricas? Bonif. 67 Jaffé. Hamann breui- 
loquus (Hamb. 1882) 31. 

P. 28 |. 11 quieuit loqui. cf. 40 27. Holtze synt. m 44 
Cassiod. hist. trip. x 33. x1 2. 

P. 28 |. 13 recesse a locis. A new adverb. 

P. 29 1. 3 fornicant. assumptio Mosis 5 (102 26 Hilg.) 
fornicabunt. cf. 31 22 mechauerunt. 

P. 29 1. 20 subtussecuta. It is hardly safe to add this to 
lexx. as a new compound. 

P. 29 |. 23 post multarum orarum. As post in the next line 
takes acc. probably spatium or tempus has fallen out. 

P. 29 |. 32 ferrum trium angulorum. Unless angulus (ef. 
‘angler’) means ‘a hook’, ‘a prong’, for which I know no 
evidence, we must read ungularwm. Syr. ‘an iron pitchfork 
and it had three tines’, The angelos in the neighbourhood 
would favour the corruption. 

P. 29 |. 36 (cf. 30 28) istum quem uides presbyter fuit. 
30 8 hunc quem uides episcopus fuit. Observe the attraction, 
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P. 30 1. 36 usuras usurarum. Tustin. cod. 1v 32 28 bis. 

P. 31 1. 20 mouechi. cf. fleueo (35 21. 39 18), 

P. 31 1. 21 mechati sunt, but 32 mechauerunt. cf. 29 3 
fornicant. 

P. 31 1 33 in locum glacie et niue. Probably plenum or 
rigentem, or some other ace., has fallen out. 

P. 32 1. 1 super canela aque. See Ducange ‘canela’, ‘ca- 
nellus’, which, rather than ‘canalis’, gave rise to our ‘channel’, 
‘kennel’. | 

P. 32 1. 36 nefanda ora} genitoribus nostris, On p. 186 
Mr James says: “This should be Vindica nos a g.n.” True, 
the Gr. has: éxdicnoov judas ex TOY pHTépwy Hudv, but, as I 
shewed in this Journal (xx1 285—6), defensio = éxdixnors. 
Read therefore : defende nos a g. n. 

P. 33 1. 2 dederunt nos...in conculeationem porcis. For 
conc. see Aug. in ps. 55 4, Ambr. in Luc. 10 28. Hier. in 
Matt. 4 6. in Is. vit (23 4 seq.). Rufin. in Iesu Naue 21 1. 
Rénsch 70, 

P. 33 1. 26 uocati estis nomen domini. I have no instance 
of this acc. 

P. 33 |. 31 dimisit unumquemque in propria uoluntate 
eligere bonum et malum. Aug. serm. 232 2 m. uideamus si 
dimisit eos errare. Hier. ep. 82 9 f. si boni <sumus>, dimit- 
tant quiescere. Rénsch 359 360. 

P. 34 1. 2 dilectissimus dei Paulus. cf. 36 36. 37 33. 38 
23 36. 4117. 36 15 Paulum delectissimum meum,. 38 26 
Iacob dilectissimus meus, 

. P. 35 1. 9 uinit dominus. ‘as the Lord liveth’, an oath 
common in the books from Judges to 2 Kings’ and in Jeremiah 
and Ezekiel. : 

P. 35 1.18 agonizabo. Pelag. in Aug. de gestis Pelagii 54 f. 
Rénsch 247 248. Ducange. Mansi concil. vim 157 f. Chrysol. 
serm. 119 (Migne Lit 526") agonizandum. Aldhelm laud. uirg. 
36 (Migne LXxxIx 136°), MHilduin. uit, Dionys, 15 (Migne 
CVI 21) agonizantem. 

P. 35 |, 21 contempte. Correct) Lewis-Short: ‘only in 


1 In chron, it occurs once (m 18 13), 





194 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


comp, contemptius’. Riddle-White, more modestly: ‘ Pos. and 
sup. prob. not in use’, 

P. 36 1. 25 propositus hic est qui peccant. Something seems 
wanting, ¢.g. pr. <exitus> hic est <is> qui p. 

P. 36 |. 27 quod opus fuit nasum in mundo? As superbia 
follows, naswm ‘scorn’, is probably right. It may be ace. as 
in Plaut. and Cato and Lucr. v 1053. cf. Claud. Mamert. 65 
15; or nom, neut. (the only form in Plaut. see Lucil. p. 162 
Miiller), In classical Latin the pronoun would be quid. 

P. 36 1. 30 magis peiora. [Quintil.] decl. 5 11 magis ar- 
tiore. Apul. met. Ix 86. Arnob, I 58 Hild. Wetstein on 
Phil. 1 23. my Latin Heptateuch 53 26. Rufin. he x 8 
(11 19 ed. Rome 1740—1). Jani ars poét. 238. Duker’s Flor, 
ind. ‘ minus’. 

P. 37 1.16 17 arbor... que fluet aquas, Georges ‘fluo’ D 
cites exx. of this acc. from Claud., Ambr., Aug., Cael. Aurel., 
Isid. See Muncker on Hygin. fab. 9 (33, 575 Staveren), 

P. 37 |, 19 20 ex quo autem praeceptum dei apparuit celum 
et terram. Mr James in n. ? épavépwoev. This may be right, 
or we may read apparauit, or (which is most probable) prae- 
cepto ... terra. 

P. 37 |. 21 arborem hune. |. 23 arbor per quem. p. 241. 29. 
Lewis-Short cites an inscr. add the ancient version of Dioscorid. 
1 132 pr. p. 100 a 1. 32 (in Romanische Forschungen). Diez, 
Grammatik der roman. Sprachen 11° (Bonn 1871) 20: “ Arbor 
bleibt im pg. drvore feminin, im sp. drbol, pr. albre, fr. arbre 
ist es masculin, im it. arbore commune”. 

P. 37 1. 28 me autem adhuc intendente lignum. Cassian. 
coll. 1 14 5 si autem et illud...uoluerimus intendere. XVII 
25 15 praesentis in illo meritum uitae remunerans, non pec- 
catum futurae praeuaricationis intendens. Roénsch 371—2 
Vict. Vit. pers, Vand. 111 31 (=v 7) quae res hodieque posita 
in promptu demonstrat. alios sine manibus, alios sine 
oculis, alios absque pedibus, alios truncos naribus auribusque 
intendas, 

P. 38 1. 13 retro me uenientes obviam tibi. Apul. met. v1 8 
conueniat retro metas Murtias Mercurium. Rénsch 399. 
Archiv f. lat. Lexik. vir 294. Chalcid. Timae. 239 (274 
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19 seq. Wr.) idemque angulus...longius acutus ... longius 
euagatus cuncta quae retro nos sunt in speculo uideri facit. 

P. 381.18 33. 37 28. 4027. 411236 a longe. Cassian. 
coll, 1162. Rénsch 231. so cod. 8 in hist. Apollon. Tyr. 37 pr. 
(al. de longe, which occurs Veg, mil. 111 18 p. 102 26 Lang and 
Toseph. ant. 1 27 p, 30 p. m., ed. 1524), 

P. 38 1, 28 abrenunciacione. Mr James gives this word no 
place in his index. It is unknown to Ducange, Riddle- White 
and Lewis-Short ; Georges and Benoist-Goelzer confine them- 
selves to a general ‘eccl.’ With its kindred it will furnish 
a most interesting article to the compiler of what is greatly 
needed, a critical lexicon of liturgical Latin. I could fill pages 
with bare references, so rich is the crop, but content myself 
with what I find under this one word in my margins. See 
_.Archiv f, lat. Lexik. v 123, Aug, c. sec. resp, Inlian. mu 224 
Cassian. inst. Iv (34 tit.) 33 f. 34 pr.43, vul22f. xm 32 2. 
coll. 11 3 2. 6 (on the three kinds of abrenuntiatio) 14 ter. 71 
7 bisll. 104 ter 5. rv 214. xxitv21. Bonif. 188 pr. Jaffe. 
The verb occurs thrice in the Visio Pauli. 145. 2433. 33 14. 
See Ducange, whose editors cite an excellent note by Rittershaus 
on Saluian (gub. VI 32), p. 208, which first directed my atten- 
tion to this matter some thirty years ago. Bingham also in 
his account of baptism cites many authorities Greek (azro- 
raccowar cet.) and Latin. See Aug. serm. 268 (v app. 441°). 
peccat. merit. 1 34 (x 35°). Migne Lut 701°. 874, Archiv f. 
lat. Lex. v 723—4. acta mart. Scillit. p. 507 Aubé. Luc. 9 61 
cod. Bezae. Cass. coll. 16 tit. 11264 m1 7910. Iv 201. 
v83. 182. 22. xv161. Inst. rv 27 1 pr. 

P. 39 1. 5 in nullo=nullain re. Tert. adu. Mare. v 7. U1 
12 pr. in nullo conuenire. apol. 6 pr. deidol. 11m, de cor, 10. 
Cypr. 466 11 in nullo auocentur (cf. 1. 8 in nulla re auoca- 
rentur). 607 3. 760 20. Hil. trin. 1 5 f [Aug.] ad fratr. 
erem. serm. 2, Petschenig has 9 exx. in his ind. to Cassian. 
Saluian. gub. Vv 30 f. vir 37. eccl Iv 41. Iren. 1 26 3. 
32 3. 33 1. Iv 35 2. Clem. recogn. x 15. Ioseph. ant, 
(Basil. 1524) 11 9 p.50a.m. 13 p. 56 ter. Url p. 63 a. m. 
Iv 4 pr. p. 96. 5p.99m, 100. m, bis. 6 p.104f. -On nullo= 
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nulla re see Nipperdey on Tac. an. 111 15, Obbar on Hor. ep. 
117 22. 

P. 39 1. 22 labores quos pertuli propter filios Israel ad 
nihilum disputati <sunt>. Possibly aneenpae, as sheep dis- 
persed precedes. The text may mean ‘my toils have been 
cavilled at and made nothing of’; but the phrase is rather un- 
natural. 

P, 40 1. 16 adproprians salutauit me. So also in ind, But 
we want ‘approaching’ (appropians), not ‘appropriating. See 
my glossary to Bede. The word appears in Riddle-White, but 
not in Lewis-Short. Ronsch 181. Luke 19 14 and 29 Ambr. 
(Ceriani monum. sacra et profana I 1861). serm. antiq. reliq. 
245 Mai. Archiv f. lat. Lexik. m 357—8. Lucifer 240 18 
Hartel. Rufin. h. e, vu 3 p. 467, 

P. 40 1. 32 non recedit alter ab alio. Tert. ad Scap. 2 alii... 
alterius, Cassian. coll. Iv 20 3 alia...altera, Migne Lit 742° 
alter caeditur et alius confitetur. 

P. 41 1. 1 ex ichore plagae. The ms, has: ego autem sum 
Tob qui multum laboraul -XxXxX- annorum tempus exi cuo; plaga. 
It is possible that an epithet to plaga is to be sought; ichore 
certainly will not stand; ictu or ulcere would be better, though 
not the right word, 

P. 41 1 16 salutauimus uos alterutrum. Correct the mis- 
print by reading nos. 

P, 41 1, 19 centum annos feel. 28 32 dies aliquos facientes 
in orationibus. Gronov. on Sen. ep. 66 § 4, p. 231. Commod, 
apol, 566. Clem. recogn. 11 67 pr. CIL v 6261. vin 3160. 
9638. 1x 659. Ronsch 366. 

P. 41 1. 21 continentiam studui. inscr. in the museum at 
Lyon, Edm. Le Blant, inser. chrét. de la Gaule I (Par, 1856, 4to) 
41 (epitaph of the trader Agapus): fuit iste stacio miseris et 
portus eginis...loca sanctorum adsedue et elemosinam et oracio- 
nem studuit. The acc. is cited also from Plaut. mil. 1437 has res. 
Titinius psaltria in Prise. p. 629 P. (ver. 85 Ribb,) Ferentinatis 
populus res graecas studet. 

P. 41 1, 23 neque insordidate sunt uestes meae. A word 
added to lexx, in 1893 by Benoist-Goelzer. I had many years 
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ago cited the same passage (expos. totius mundi in Riese’s geogr. 
lat. min. 105 23). 

P, 41 ]. 26 subsanabantur uerba mea. Georges has antici- 
pated some of my exx. but not Hier. ep. 666. adu. Iouin. I 34. 
adu. Vigilant. 18. in Osee 11 (7 14 seq. vi 79°, Ven. 1768). 
Hil. in ps. 41 11. Aug. in ps. 7911. serm.1lllce1m. 280c. 
2 pr. de anima 118f. Aldhelm de laud. uirgin. 51 (Migne 
LXXXIX 1515). Ronsch 199. 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 
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EY'S NOTES ON THE ODYSSE 
(Continued from p. 42.) 










THE first 42 lines, being the “second council” o: 
are much marked in the margin. After 43 a line i 
across the page and ““Eppeias &” is substituted f 
érre0’. Bentley then considered the second scenes to 1 a 
addition to the poem, supposing it to have involved this 
change in 44, | 

1,2. “IL 2,1, 2” | 

3. Odxdv8e xabifavoy underlined. ; 

4, iniBpeuerns. The last six letters underlined. 

5. eye underlined. 

6. Semacr-underlined. 

8—13. “B, 230.” 

8. dyavos kat. “re” inserted before xai. 

10. aiovra. “ay” cura. 

14—17. “6. 557.” | 

18—20. “6, 700, 1, 2.” | 

26. “e, 144,” 

30,31. “a 86, 87.” 

34, « eikoor@, “Feu” 

35—37. “7, 279, 280.” 
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‘Eppeias 8’, for avrix’ éres®. The deciphering and explanation 
of this note are due to Mr Aldis Wright and Dr Jackson. Also 
“a 97, 8, 9.” 

53, muxwa. “mucva’—“ Hes, rucva mrepa.” 

54. Bracketed. “tives aberodow teste Eustathio, nec 
solet épuns sed éppeias.” For rodkéeoow “ rodoicw.” 

63. dudiredv«er (sic Steph.) “ aude we” 

66. “Athen. 1x, Alexander Myndius apud Hom. yapis 
Tov o Kx@rres, et sic Aristotelem, Speusippum, Epicharmum, 


-Metrodorum.” 


67. “Hes. rici re 6. €. wu.” (@araccia Epya pwéunrer). 

72, “riov”—* Athen, 11,19, Ptolemaeus Euergetes, legebat 
giov, non fov. Probante Eustathio. Ptolemaeus rex erat 
Aristarchi discipulus, Athen. 11 in fine.” 

76. “y'” between zravra and éo. 

81. évdov. “Foikor” 

83. “‘alij dpey@dv, ut dpéyGeov, sed melius d:a 7d &. oyoa. 
Apollonij ad 1, 275,” 

84. “H 234 depdéexero. vide 158.” Does H 234 mean 
H&L2,3,4? 

87. ‘Eppela ypucoppati. “as ms Il. 16. 385” and “ Hes, 
Ypucoppatis.” i.e, read “Epweias ypuooppamis. Il. 16. 385 
must be quoted as parallel to what he thinks a corrupt 
vocative; he means then Il. 18. 385, riarre, @éri Tavvrremne. 

90. ef ddvapas reXdéoa: ye Kal ef TeTENCTMEVOY Eoin. 

“ro b€ Kab a r- 
Lit erat. 
Kal per 

96. pov érecow, “Fe fer” 

97,98. Bracketed. “Eust. dace of madavoi, ote evreXeis 
of v0 oriyot Kal Kata cvvOnKny Kal KaTa Sidvowav. éevioTncw 
nusquam alibi,” 

99. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 32 éuéy’.” There exist variants, 
Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

100. & av éxewv. “dé rexwv” and dé then altered to “ xe.” 

108—111. Bracketed. 

110. “ Hesye. dwép@urov.” 

114, 7 idéev. “re” 

117. dwvncac’ érea. “caca férea” 





200 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


118. &yAnpoves. “Il. w. 33”—“ Bust. ypaderar wat Sydr2- 
poves. Nota, nusquam Homerus {jog sed saepius byAnpev 
sed habet dévefnXou.” 

119, “Etym. M. in ’Atpeidner.” 

122. “dpa rot aya” i.e, read Topp’ apa rou dyaacGe. 

125. ‘laciwve éirdoxapos. “v ni” 

135. dé Epackov. “re daw” (nde Fe hacxor). 

153. nvédave. “fn” corrected to “ra” 

157. Bracketed, being absent from HL. 

158. “Aepdéonero H, 2, 3, 4.” Cf. 84.—Saxpuva AxciBov. 


wad 


 pvoy et’, crossed out again. 

177. eyadv aéenre. “&yaye pé”-xnti. “L éywye aéente” 
meaning OL; see my introductory observations. 

182. adrurposy. “leg. afedpis y'” 

206. ef rye ev eideins. “ed b€ ye rec” 

207. dvamAjca. “an ubique avatAnoat. Hesyc. non 
habet avamAjoat. vide Od. 7, 205.” Mss of w 205 vary be- 
tween aAnGeis and avatvads. 

209. idécOar. “ix” 

220. idéo@ar, “ ixé” 

230. “Etym. M. in Apy. Audi dé apy.” i.e. Etym. Mag. 
reads ahi S€ apyvdeov for adr 8 apyudeor. 

234. OaKe wev of. “dé Fo” 

255. qomoato, opp. “tT ap” (moucatr dp opp’) but this 
is then erased. Then “ Ay’” (aoijcato y' Gp’) and “@ 68 
254” (roijnoal 68 ddp’). Why 254? 

256. “Hes, Oiovivyar et Otevivorcs.” 

257. emeyevato trAnv. “at ap b” (ereyevat ap vrn?). 

261. tHv ye katelipvcev. “THv xaTafeipucay.” 

262. amavra. “ réxacra.” 

266. tov Erepov érepov 0’, “fe re” quibus deletis “y’” 
post tov. 

ev d€ kal ya. “Sd ia 264.” 264 seems quoted for 
spondaic ending. 

273. “Hesyc. ’Apxrodpor, male.” 

281. ws dre fiwov. In margin “-vos” (pivds), at top of 
page “ Hes. epivov, védos. legebat dr’ épwov. vide Didymum,” 
At bottom “ Eust. Aristarch. épivoy.” 





‘ ° 2 
BENTLEY'S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 201 


287. d8uvohu. “ofos. 0, 267” quoted for dudi with geni- 
tive. 
290. nue ddnv. “ra” which being erased “y’” is supplied 


after dye. 


296. “fo. Bopéns aidpnyevéra péya, ut vedbernyepéra, non 
ns.” 

298, “lego, dy@naas & reise mpotl rov weyadnropa Aupov. 
vide 285”; but in margin “ ap’ &feurev éov,” and “ pn mpori.” 

299. “Eust. ypaderat kal unycora, Le. Ti yévoero pijyos.” 

302. “Eust. ypdderas cal “Avardrnoecv.” 

312. eiuapto dAavat. “re Fa” 

333. “ Eust. Text. Not. tov dreidev” (ie. Eust. has tov 
8 eidey for rov 8é ev) In margin “oyor. Pind. Ol. 2.” 
(& elev Schol., Pind. Ol. 1m. 51. La Roche.) 

334. “Eust. "ApsororéAns cal Xapwaikéwv ovdnecca i.e. 
érriye.os,” for avdnerca. 

335. ¢éFéupope. “e& eu” 

337. ‘“ Eust. ypaderas wor), worn, woTrny. vide Hesych.” 

355. 8 dpa eime mpos Gv. “ Sreime mpori reirev éov 376” 

356. yn Tis woe Upaivnow Sorov adrov Stephanus in text, 
with adre as variant in margin. “dddos” Bentley, apparently 
a conjecture, though it has also Ms authority. 

362. macyov. “fo, résowy.” 

365. aso. “6 ye 386” 

371. apd’ évi Sovpart. “non éri Sovpati, sed natabat.” 

Kern? ws. “ns Fas” 

378. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 64 « adr@o xara w. Eis. avOpa- 
moot.” Quoted for av@pwrroor against Pajero. Not in 
La Roche or Ludwich. “ havjxeooer” in marg. 

379. éodra dvoocecOa. After éod7a he inserts “7.” 

385. “xduata a&ev Plut. p. XXIII.” 

392. “éoride.” 

400. “Hes.”Occoyr te vy. 8.” 

404, “ Hesye. Emimyail, of avemévor tétrot. leg. avyvepor.” 

407. dpa deleto “ retev tori pov” 

415. Al@axe ori. “-mpori” 

424, é€wso. “6 rye 386” 

433. “Hesyc. cotudndev, dis, male,” 
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453. Exaprbe. “ve Il. 7,106.” (éxapve). 

464. “an dp’ &bn pos édv” and “ reizrev éov” 

473. O@npecow Erp. “ov re” 

475. “an Bywevar eis Anv” for BF p’ ipev eis. 

478. “Plut. p. xu et Hes. dsanor, dsan Temp. Imper- 
fecti.”—* dan. Tt. 440.” 

479. ovdéror’. “ obrem €, 43.” 

484, “fo. 7» tpeis avdpas ye rep. for née tpeis Avdpas 
épua Oar. 

486, peév id@v. “dé prddv.” 

487. gvAAwY. “odd.” 

493. “Plut. p. 38 duempayéos cayarouo.” 


¢. 

8. elaev 5 év Syepin. “e & evi” 

35. “leg. co. v. 60” for rou. “aor 39” 

60. “fo. wal 8€ féorxe cot avt@ evi mpwroow ori, 
quibus deletis “ «ai 8 coi te réocke,” “ Lot avr@ be Feo.” 

76. “Aristoph. eyor. Acharn. p. 299 Myrnp & év wicres 
eries pevoetxéa Saita* ova Te ola Sovcr Svotpepees Bacirses: 
Kioret, clot, KioTews.”’ 

77. & oivov. “drou” | 

83. ai 8S dpotrov. “oi 89.” & éoOjra. “dpe” The mules 
are masculine in 89 for Stephauus reads tovs there. 

89. tovs. “tds H omnes.” 

95. “amomtveoxe H omnes.” arromAvvecxe Steph, 

lll. ev£ao’...rrvEaca. “ova Fovaa 252.” 

115. odaipav érevra. “Eust. Asovvcodwpos rypader 
TlavXav ér. ravrov dv tH ohaipa. vide Hesyc.” 

121. “ @eovdrs, forte Pewdns, ut Onpiwdys. sed ‘Avtidar, 
"AvOpamos mavrav Onpiwy Oeardéoraros; apud Etym. et 
Suidam in @ead. Et Eustath. Il. p. 286. Credo Antiphonem 
scripsisse Gewdéataros.” 

122. “forte"H vv pe «.” for as Té pe. 

131, “leg. év 6€ rot Hrop daieras ut Od, a 48.” aArop for 
GOCE. 


141, “Hes, E179 p’ avracyopéevn et Lyopévy.” 


ay 
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151. oe éya ye. “leg. o’ dy éy.” in margin “a” dp’” 

157. “Xevecdvtwr vide Od. « 256.” Quoted for a genitive 
following a dative, as here. 

160. rovotroy Sov, “ rovovde pidov” and under this “175” 
which seems to be a false reference. 

162, 3. “Sic Dion, réyvn p. 523.” 

179, rov efAuwa. “To (2) reo” 

183. otxov éynrov. “ Hierocles oixe éy.” 

193. dy éréory’. “dv Te réory’” 

avtidcavta, “cacbar” 

200,. wy. “ wey” 

201. obtos. “ otis” 

216. avewyor. “fo. Hrevyov | “Orpuvoy n, 34” another 
false reference. 

226. “Hes, “AXos yvoov.” 

230. eiordéew. “eore” 

239. yor (Steph.). “ wev” ) 

262. odcos emiBnoouev. “ moXews émtBelouev”; under the 
latter word “ LLLH.” 

269. amokivovow. “ Evova” 

275. 0° elrnot. “ws Felrno” 

280.  7is ot. “"H ri rou” 

296. doru 6é €X\Owpev. “parry ded 304” and “7, 40” 

303. fpwos. “L fpw. Eust. Od. @ 323 ’Ar«weoo “Hpaws 
TWES OV KANTLKH AAG yevixyH amo “Hpwos.” 

311. idnar. “ tenas y. 233.” 

313, 314. Bracketed. “313, 14, 15 H desunt et LL 312 
ete. venit post 315.” 

314. 7 idéew. “ pid” 

318. “L ed & érdnooorro Aristoph. cyod. Acharn. p. 27 
ev 8 émAioaovto ad aremAl£arto.” 


7). 


6. édvov écOnta Te Exdepov. “7 ap” and “ Barnes dedit 
édvovt éc0.” 
11. 8 ds. “Spas” 


17. 1 éréecot. “re” 


— 
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64. “Hesye. “Axovpoy. ér’ pro Bad’.” ie. Hes. reads ér 


for Bax’ s.v, dxoupov’. 

76, Delet 7’ before idéeup. 

89. aprypeor dé cra@pol is changed to dpyJpeo crabpol 8’. 
“ Barnes dedit StaOpol & apydpeo.” 

93. gvracceuevar. “ Hesyc. puAdooev.” 

100. “Etym. M, in ‘ApSe@poict. evdunto eri Bone.” 

101. “Max. Tyr. Diss. 3. yepoi deportes.” Not in La 
Roche or Ludwich. 

104, “ Hesye. MnAorra caprrov.” 

106. “Hesyc.”Hpevaz ofa ete.” 

107. “Etym, M. carpoocéwv. Et xarpocéwy. 
Hesych. Eustath. vide Hesyc.” 

118. “éretyavos, hic tantum.” In margin “ dire”-THo 0s, 

119. Zepupin. “Zemdupin, ut ddis, drgis; axvdos, 
oxutopos. In margin “ad” 

126. “Hes. brrowepxdtovet.” 

134, “9’” after mavra. 

154. wap mupt’ oi. “Tol” 

187. ddp' eirw. “an ddpa rere.” In margin “ avdd.” 

191. Kara éreta. “Kad éoer” 

196, mpiv ye Tov ns. “ens” deleto ye. 

197. “Eust. yp. cataxX\wOnow Bapeia. ov cards. In hae 
éxdoger versus sequens deerat. xataxX@Oes nusquam alibi, nec 
Nycavto. Aica et poipa érévynce Nive.” 

198. “Il. v, 128. w, 210.” 

211. “Hesye. oyéovras oituv.” 

213. Bracketed. “H in marg. L deest.” 

217. éxédXevoev Go. “oe reo” crossed out again. 

218. “Athen. lib. X. rezpduevoy, kai dviTrnocOfAvat ave- 
yet. sed et 221.” 

222. orpiverGe. “leg. orptverBat.” “oOar x, 425.” “Hyp, 
orpiverOa.” The reading of « 425 however is also orpiveo Oe. 

280. dé. “Sy” 


a? ogg 


Kalpoocéwnr, 


1 The é of Hesychius leaves no Qu. was there a reading rdv perv &xoupoy 
verb in the sentence, but it does mot &' évra Ban’? 
look like a simple misreading of fan’. 





| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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232. azmexdopeov. “oyor. Pind. olym. 13—ézexdcpeor | 
- Hesych. ut editum.” 

234, “¢, 214” and “éyovra” for tdodca. 

236. dwvicac érea. “caca rer” 

244, “Hesye. “Oyvyin, et "Oyuyia, wérn pro ’Oyuyin, 
peyann.” 

256. dé ébacke. “8 Ewe packe.” 

259. éwredov eipata. “éureda fee” “6, 275. A, 151” 
(A 152: in both Ewredov). “éuredov Eurreda, ut dvadavddy 
avahaved, dudadov aupada.” 

261. 87 dydoov. “ 8%) dydoarov.” 

267. émraxaidexa (sic Steph.) “érra 8 xal dea” from 
mss, “Od, ¢. 178,” (¢ 278.) 

273. ovdé re. “ovd’ ert.” 

280. éws érAAOov. “or” after éws. 

289. Suceto. “Acirero €, 321."—* Eust. dvceto, *Apic- 
tapyos AeciNero.” 

326. amrnvucay olxad’. “fo. aviryov foixad.” In margin 
“ aornryov Fou 324.” 

341. dtpuvoy 6. “-vvovt’ 6, 31.” 


0. 

15. ai @upov éexdorov. “ Ouyov Te Fe” 

22,23. Bracketed. “H a@ere? Zyvodotos. od yap modXods 
éréderev év haraxia, adr’ edioxevoev pdvoy.” 

27. elmo. “add.” 

28. ov« old. “ov Fob 

34, “fo. "AXXa pédAatvay vija fe” -piccoper, “52” 

37. “ed mavtes: ergo male supra cv¥prarra pro ev mavra. 
Quaere locum.” 6 494? but there is no note there. 

45. “réprew” for teprvyv. “Eust. Not. repawvqjy b2rn ot 
Ouueos. Teprvny yp. Kai Téprrevy.”—“ Od. a, 247." (a 347.) 

55. év votip. “H évvodim, Apsorod. sic Hesych.” 

57. “Hesych. Aidwooa, ris AvAjs Ta Teixyea. pro Al@ov- 
ca.” 

58. Bracketed from Mss. 


64. yev. “ pov. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxm. 15 


7 33 





— 
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74. “forte Olun, ut "Hrextpdevr etc.” He means Heriwy; 
see Z 396; the point to be illustrated is the nominative resum- 
ing an oblique case. 

76. “Hesych. Aais—"HrAOev 8é Sais Odreva mpecBiorn 
Bedv. vulgo @xXeva.” 

79—82. Bracketed. “H. ev eéviats tais éxddcecw ovK 
épépovto’ S10 aberovvTat.” 

91. TépmovT éréecow. “To Fer” 

98. Sairos xexoprucla Oupov éions. “ H obtws Apiotapyos. 
ot dé GAAOL, Gupov x. SarTos élons. (nota Ga Av.)” 

99. “Od. p, 271.” “Athen. XIV goppiyyos @ qv Sacri 
Geol roincay éraipnv.” Athen. x1v 627 (La Roche ad p 271). 

108. “Hesye. Gavyavéovtes. corr.” 

124. ovpov. “fod” crossed out again. 

125. raovs. “fo. dAdAous.” 

126. “Eust. ’Apiorapyos hic ut in Iliade raXatpoovrns.” 

129. «mpodepéotaros (Steph.) “ H mavurépraros,” which 
Bentley at first wrote in the margin, then deleted this and sub- 
stituted “odv déptatos.” “Eust. Not. HL woAd éptaros. 
TavuTeptaty t, 25 est extrema, ultima.” 

133. épopeba ei ru’. “eof” (epmperd’). 

136, ovdé te HAs. “Fn,” quo deleto “roe” for Te. 

141. Bracketed. “H otre ’Apictapy. “Apictod. Znvod, 
oldact TOUTOY TOV oTixor.” 

143. mais. “dis.” 


146. Bracketed. “lego Ei tiva mov Sédads ce: Féoixe ie: 


riduev aé@rous.” Sédads oe then deleted and ye written over 
oe, which appears to have been a slip of the pen; the subse- 
quent erasure of dédaas must be also accidental. 

151. te xarelpyvota. “xara fei” 

163, “Aristoph. oyor. Nub. p, 995 ériexoros. Hesych. 
utrumque.” éiaxo7ros Steph. v. 1. ériatpodos. Schol. Nubes 
623 (La Roche). 

164. “Hesye. "AXraXaav, ayarnroy pro ‘Apradéwv, ap- 
maxTikoy, Vide “Apradéws.' (dadptakéwms dptaxtixds Hes,) 

169. 7° eidos. “ret” “Lucian, épwres—eidds tis ax”- 
tOvorepos. 
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170. popdpiy éreor. “fo. woph} reréov » 366 Athenaeus 


XV, p. 674 "AAAA Beds Hoppa rece orépen.” 2 367. The 
quotation by Athenaeus is not: given by La Roche or Ludwich. 

211. “éo” crossed out again. 

215. “nu” (roid’ niEooy for oda évEoov). 

216. «leg. IIparos & dvdpa Baro’ av. EKustath. legit 
IIparos dv dvépa.” To avoid hiatus after Sddo.ms: in margin 
he secures this by inserting “+y’.” 

240, “Il. &,92.” “Vid. émierain.” 

251. maicate’ ds. “7 bras” (raical’ bras), 

259. acta. “ dravra.” 

260. “Hes. Aeinvav.” 

263. iotavro. “fe” deletum. 

267. “Etym. M. in Adpod.—dpew. vide et in “Apew ab 
"Apews.” (Etym. M. 179 and 138.) 

274. “Hes. comre 5€ Secpovs.” 

280. tax. “ta” deletum. 

283, elcat. “Fe” 

és Ajvov. “ mpos 287, 294, 303.” 

296. “Hesye. Karéraprov, male.” 

299. “gveta Barnes male deveta et redevypévos. Sic a 
TEevVYM, TUKTOS, et TeTUYpEVOS.” 

307. He prefers “Fépy’ ayékacta” to épya yéNacta; 
“Bust. yp. Spy’ dyénaora, 

(315, odds ér’ godtra, “owe feo” 

318. amoddcw éedva. “dadct re” 

324. éxaotn. “ atacat.” 

326. yéAws. “yéXos.” 

332. “Athenaeus x11 p, 511 réyvn. T@ kat fadypr. Vide 
Il. yr. 547. Vide hic Casaub.” In V 547 is the same variation 
between ro and To. 

343. yé\ws. “os” 

344, yéedws. “os” 

352. eye ce Séouws. “ao edOdvoyu.” “H apiotapy. Tes 
dv o ev@vvoyu.” This however is the explanation, not the 
reading, of Aristarchus. 

382. “ Etym. M. ~ Apis. dpwWelxere avipav.” 

392. of &actos. “pa rex” 

15—2 
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394, “LH aoddéa,.” “yp. doddréa, Barnes, Recte ut Od. 
£ 432 doddéa vel ibi legendum doAdées.” 

396. avrov. “ras” 

408. “Plutarch. de Dogm. Plat. ef wép ts XéAexrat” for 
BéBaxra. Plut. Qu. Plat. 1010 (Ludwich). 

410, droydrv 7’ Sew. “re ridety”—“ yoy ridéew.” 

429. “Nusquam alibi fuvos. forte oluor, odor, unde ofp, 
#57. Olwos, oiun idem; ut alvos, alvn, mobos, ob, yoXos, 
vor, Bloros, Born, @v7) avos, Tia) Tinos.” —“ vel dowdrowyTos” 
but this is deleted. “ dovdod ofpov.” 

442. gdovycac érea. “oaca fer” 

450, aomaciws. “ otos” 

452. érevdn. “ érra” 

459. "Odvoerja év. “on’ eiv.” 

460. dwvycac’ érea. “caca Fe” 

466. idéc@a. “leg. ixéo@ac y. 233.” In margin “ ixéoOae 


468. “Hesye. Bioooao et ESiacao.” 

483. fpwi (sic Steph.) “pa” 

488. ais. “dais” 

489. ayavév underlined. 

490. ayacoi underlined. 

506. oduicw Hvdave. “ov rnv” corrected in different ink 


524. bs Te ens. “ror” for Te. 
525. “H Kaddiorpatos cal dpecot. ws TO apuvéewevac 


526. acalpovt ¢oiwovca, “ta ri” 

547, avépe os. “ry’” inserted. 

560. odtas. “eas” 

571. ein. “ éan”—* Didym, ef7) dvri éacete.” 

578. “Apyeiwv, Savady (so Steph. with comma). “7” 
inserted after davadr. 

nO “Tdlov. “ide Fe” 
580. wa jou. “itv eno.” 
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b. 


6, “Eratosthenes sic legit, éyy xaxorntos drovens. Athen, 
I, 14 sed 1, 4 citat xara Siuov drrayra. et item lib. 5. et 12.” 
Athenaeus 1 16, 1 40, v 192, x11 513. (Ludwich.) 

27. ovr. “To” 

28. as. “ris i.e. TavTys.” 

30. Bracketed. “ H in marg. LL deest.” 

34, as. “gis” —* Hesyc. habet in “Hs.” 

42. xiowalons. “«xie rions xiot alons Od. v, 138” 

52. népiovr. “Fevapwvy” from H. 

56. aéEero. “etar” 

60. 8 ad’ éxaorns. “dé rex” 

65. “Hesy. Tpeis Exacrov aiticas.” For éxaatov “dtavtas.” 

72. xat@epev (sic Steph.) “Hesych. cafewev ut xaecav 
iotia, Hym. in Ap. 503.” 

73. “Eust. “Apicrapyos, mpocpéccapev. vide N, 79. 0, 
496. Il. a. 435.” (v 279, 0 497.) 

77. evK’ epvoavtes, “pw, 402” 

88, mpolnv, “ew x, 100”—* LL zpoiey.” 

93. “Hesyc. Awtos” 

108. “Hesyc. male, "Apdwars ” 

115. “Strabo 592 78 adoyouv et Aristot. Eth. x, 9 sed 
Arist. Polit. 1, 1 et Plat. Leg. 3, adoyav.” 

116. Adyea. “érAdyea,” 

122. “fo. ovd' dpa rot moipvnos xatioyerat.” 

127. Tedéovev Exacta. “ éwot fé” or “ arrayta.” 

133. “fo. domwerot” for ab@cror. But he has written appa- 
rently 153 by mistake for 133, nor is doeror quite certain. 

134, “Hesych. in Acei, Mada xev” 

138. vavtéwyv. “alibi vavtawy, et sic semper a verbo—rnps. 
Buxtawy aiyxpntawy vBpictawy, ixerdwv.’ In margin he has 
“-xev avte” for elaoxe vavtéwy from MSS. 

139. “ Hes. Ajras, dvepou.” To be corrected to “Anrau. 

140. “Hesyc. cparos Aypévos. leg. nparos” 

143. “mpovdauwe ridé 145” 

148. eicidouev. “ ecru’ 








better with 680 where one ram jag xiv Oye 
| 166,» fo merge cin eted. 














eiacaads " dy’ éei” : 

210. “Plut. p. xvi. fo. 7dlorn vel <oron, “J — a. lib. x1 
ut ed. an 6dux rndeta 8 avd” In margin « dp?” fter Seta. 
Plutarch 117, 45=11 57 (La Roche). Athen, x1 465, | 

212. 82 ra) iia (sic Steph.) “8° sua.” . 

215. “dp” after eiddéra. 

221. “Hes. Ipéyovor et “Epoau’ 

222. “axon. Apollon. I” G fl :| 

224. Alocovt’ éméeror. “To Fé” . 

231. “£& 28” referred to for €@vcapev (Steph. text.) against — 
évetvapev (Steph. marg.) “Recte é@icauer (ut Eust. Text Not.) 
unde «ai avroil praeter Guciav.” 

233. Ews émprGe. “eiws 7AOe Ews 68°” (Ews 65° erArOe). 

240, “313, 314, 340 érifec” 

241. elxog’. “ rei”— éel” 

242, Terpaxuxro. “Teccapa” 

245. “Etym. M. dréuS8pvov.” 

246. “Hesyc. Aevxoio yan.” 

251, eloidev, “éore” 

258. pow érecow. “Fe rev” 

269. ixérasr. “pe” 

272. “@vyo. forte pv0d. Od. pw. 278” postea deletum. 

274, dréacbar. “aideioPar,” quo deleto “ Auec@ar.” 

279. ddAd wo ei’. “ aye reip’” 

282. Sorloig éréeoot. “ ovo fer” 

311. & bye 8 adre. & 8 underlined; “344” 

320. éxrapev. “ éxorwacev”—“Eust. of axpsBéorepor yp, 
exoTrace.” 
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321. dupes étoxoper. “we rel,” quo deleto “ rela” (sic). 

339. yr. “Hh Tou” 

340. éwréOnwe. “ éride” 

344, 8 oie etre oe nagertined;"* 811° 

348. ddp’ eidys. “pa rid’ 

360. das épar* adtdp of avtis ey Topon. Tn margin 
“ ar’ arap,” at top of page “ Leg. adrap rou adtus tropov.” eyo 
nas three dots under it and is marked for deletion. 

363. jv Greco. “ reréeoou” —“ re rer” | 

372. “Hes. "Arrodoypyooas, whatvs, pro mXaryios.” 

379. ayacOa. “leg. dyrerGar” for which Mss are quoted 
at foot of page. “Hesyc.”"Apac@at, avapOncecbair—' Avrec Bau 
XAwpds tep édy,” the a and ¢ of daoGa and dyeoPar being 
underlined. 

395. 8 laye. “dpe” 

397. é&épuc’. “Exre” 

400. geo. “ rolx” 

419. yw WArer. “Fer” 

429. -“ “Hes Sur pate aivy” 

438. é&éoocvro. “aovat’” 

445, “Hesyc. Aayu@ orev. —“ Eust. “‘Hpwdsavos Nayve. 
Etymol. 2édevicos Aayv@.” 

452. ry avaxtos. “ Fd 3 

454. pevas olvm. “va Foi” 

455. “@reOpov Eust. "Eypnv eizreiy ‘OnX€Opov, ut iOrov 
med. sed potpay, dupe.” tehvypévos aéOrwv, a 18. poipay 
mepuypevov, Z 488. mepuypévov dupe, V 219. 

459, «ad dé éwov Knp (sic Steph.) “xadde wedv | xad8’ eudv 
HTOp.” | 

468. vedov éxact@. “vetoa Fer” 

482, vews. “veos” 

483. “Hesyc. "Edeinoev—nyicev, pro tryyeoev.” 

485. aly’. “Leg. ay.” 

497, dxovoe, “axovon.” 

504. mrodrropGiov cEakaaoa. “Oov a é 

512. “Il. Z, 411 "—“ apepdéoxecOar v, 7” (for dpaprnce- 
ofa) postea deletum. v, 7 is unintelligible to me, and I am 
not sure that I have read it aright. Mr Aldis Wright thinks 
€uioryéoxovTo (vu, 7) is referred to, to support duepdéoxer Oar, 
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516. dfOarpod araweev. “dh0arpdv pev dpepoe.” This 
can hardly be meant for a correction, rather as a quotation 
pointing to 6@@adpod per dpuepoer if anything. See 0 64, 

530. wrodcropOiov oixad’. “ ov rol” ex MS. 

531. Bracketed. “<C> LHLL deest.” 

532. 7 idéeuw. “pe” 

536, evavoxalrns. “leg. yatta.” 

539. vews. “veos” | 

542, Oéumoe dé fib ixéoOar, “fo. ci’ adéwwoe, v, 486 
Hesyc. @éuace et "E@éuwce. corr. | fo. vigor ix,*” 

549, «lot aions. “ie rions. Kio aions.” 
553. “éxna rectum, non éxyov.” (éxyov Steph. in marg.) 
éurrateto ipayv. “fe” quo deleto “7 ap i—” 


K, 


8. “dxoiris cas. ac. plur. ut Hus.” axolras Steph. 

31. “6, 793” for éemrnAu@e against darnAvde. 

35. olxad awyecOa. “fo, evrds dyerOat, évdov, évdobs,”— 
“TL vy. 404 an évros, évOad’ 2?” 

36. Aiorov. “ aiododuy.” 

39. av@pwrrois otewr, “rovow II. o, 664, et 493." (O 491, 
For scansion of érewy as a dissyllable.) 

41, autre ounv. “Fo” (rounv), quo deleto, “av ro.” (avd ros 
oun). 

44, @QGacor iddpeOa, “debt ridadpecO.” 

48, aly’ underlined, 

60. Alddrov. “ aidrogu,” sub quo “dgio”-Aov.—“H 6 ori- 
xos obnxwdns.” 

68. toici te Urvos. “leg. roicdect O ives. vel Toiciv & 
268.” vel rotcw @ deletum. 268 is to defend roicdect, 

75. pp’ émel dpa Geoioww. ““Epp’ éereun pa be” a top of 
page: in margin “a@avatoiow” from HL, and “eézrevy pa’ ‘again, 

84. dimvos avjp. “Eust. ad Il. «4 pag 650 citat dexvos 


2 fF 6 


1 I suppose Bentley to have meant opposite d@éuwee, “drove the ship far 
that if @éuwre in 486 means ryyirer from shore,” The same sense is given 
(as Hesych, explains it)—brought the by the other change of yépsor to rjjcor, 
ship near to shore—here we want the 
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87. “Hesye. Ayéva «Xvrdv—alij Awév’ dxAvTOv.” 

90, dpay. “Fra” 

91, ayvtes. ‘ Bavres” ex MSS. 

97. “Hesyc. Mauradkoccoav—"Eaotnyr 8 etc.” 

113, “Hesye. cata 8 éoruyev, éuionoev, pro ov, cap.” 

124, “eipovres vi Hesyc. oxoroye.” Eust. yp. elpovres 
Le. cuvelpovtes. yp. ixdis & aomaiporvtas Didym. yp. orai- 
povras et dépovto.” 

dépovro. “évovro pw 254, 5.” The reference to yu 
is for aeqraipovras. 

127. veds. “veds.” 

138. Etym. M. éyyéyarov. in éyy.” 

149, éelcaro. “fei” 5 

162. avtixpv. “xpds” 

169. “Hesyc. Karakobadia ”—“ Eust. rrciw avruypador, 
KaTaropdbea,” 

172. vews. “ veds.” 

178. éuois. “ peots.” 

190. 7 iSuev. “ ridpev.” 

194. eidov. “ret” 

204, pi0meov. “ weuv” 

208. eixoo. “Fei,” quo deleto “ éei” 

209. yoomvras. “draw” 

220. “310” 

225, “@” after xndicrtos. 

. “L post 225 6 oduv eid@povéewy ayopycato cai peré- 
elvreV’. 

239. déuas. “rpiyas.”-—‘<C> LLLH Dio Chrys. Orat, 
33, Tptyas Te, cal déuas.” Dio is not quoted by La Roche or 
Ludwich. 

240. tpiyas. “ déuas.”—“ Eust. Text. déuas xai rplyas. 
Not. tpéyas nai déuas.” 

241. roiow dé Kipxn. “An ddxe Sé Kipen.” 

242. Bracketed. “H. “Apiorapyos ov« olde tov orixor. 
KadXiotpatos 8 avr avtov, Tavros pe dAns eTiPer perundéa 
xaprov.” See Ludwich on this and preceding line. 

244, air’ underlined. 

247. BeBornpévos. “BA” 
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249. “Hesych. dyaféueba, mreovdtouer. leg. émrA—. 
Didym. ayago” 

253, Bracketed. “<C> LHLL deest.” 

265, Bracketed, “deest HLL.” 

268. “H 'Aplerapyos ody dvr) rod Seov.” 

271. “Hes. "Eveywp, év ro yop. leg. "Evi yopw—yaipo.” 

320. déEo éraipwy. “réEo &” 

323. iayovoa vmrédpaue. At top of page “idyouvo’ wre 
T éSpaye,” in margin “ yw’ vn’” 

329. “Hesy. axnditov, pro axndnTov.” 

337. KéAn. “xKéreat. 6, 812.” 

343. Ged. “Bedv 299.” 

352. *“ Etym. M, in Ba\Aw—86 procs ev,” for Opovoss. 

373. €u@ o oty jvdave Ouu@. “éwor Il. a, 24 ob Fav” 

378. €eaticos. “ficos 337.” 337 quoted for contraction 
of xéXeas to defend contraction here of @£eau. 

385. “H ‘Apiotap. \ucac@’ (ergo alij Xdoai @).” 

403. mapirpwtov épiccate. “Ta repicaadl” 

404. x«typata 8 ev onnjecow. “H & riot, xt. d€ omnecot. 
Kal KTH. evi om, —* 424” 

405. aly’. “dap.” 

409, “post 409 in marg. "Acadowos 8 dp avrois ébavny 
xaxoTntos advEas.” Reading of C. “L deest.” 

410. aédpties (sic Steph.) “fo. mpérces,” then “raptes” ex 


417. tare tpadevr, “H iva rérpadev, II. yr 348.” 
423. mdumpwtov épvccopev. “Ta Fe” 
425. orpiverOe. “verOar n, 222.” 
428. éwois. “ pmeois.” 
456. Bracketed. “<C> HL deest.” 
458, ddyea tyOvoertt. “an addye’ autyOadoevtt,” 
465. “Eust. “Apiotapyos mémac@e, i.e. Kextnade,” 
470,  Bracketed. 
493. “leg. Maptiodiv adaov vel radaod.” 
497. “8 540” for ovdé wv pot xip (CL) against obdé ti 
Aupos. (Steph.) 
- 499. re xopec@nv. “tT é€x 6 542.” (6 541.) 
500. «al rore dn piv érrecowy. “ re réerrecot —“ reTréeoou” 
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501. yap. “7 dp Il. a, 8.” 

502. & underlined. 

509. “Hes, “AAcea, ubi Asuévey pro Aetpover.” 
Te Naxea. “T eXaxeca—LHust. yp. rT edadyera.” 

520. “Hes. radvvas— Emi & etc.” 

521. “Hesyc. "Awévnva ete.” 

525. eréporow. (sic Steph.) 7m underlined. 

539, “Hes, ws xéy Tou in ws.” 

555. “Hes. woyeos iy.” 

559. xaravticpv. Last three letters underlined. 

572. “L «aréOnxeyr vide X, 4.” 


a». 


2. mwdapumrpwrov épiccaper. “Ta Fe” 

6. vews. “veds” 

14, “Etym. M. alij cewpepiwv, alij yerpeplwy, alij xepBe- 
piayv. Vide et Hesych. tives map’ ‘Ounpw xepBepiwv ypadover. 
ayod, ad Batrach. Aristoph. p. 157 Eust. yp. yermepion. 
Kparns KepBepiwv. Hesyc. KepBépios, et Kippépror. Aristoph. 
Ranis eis KepBepious.” 

16, “ éwvNawrrerat axr. Strabo p. 5. sed p. 244 émidépxerau,” 

25. dpvka dcov te. “dpvé’ docoy Te” 

38—43. Bracketed. “Eust. ra e& én dOerobow ol Tra- 
Aawol.” 

61. Bracketed originally, but the brackets being deleted 
“tmvos” is suggested for olvos. tmrvos Stob, Anth, 1 49, 53 
(Ludwich), but Bentley’s appears to be a conjecture. 

64, avtixpy. “xpds” 

86. eis “IXsovy, “és Fe” 

91. “Hesyc. ypuceov oxy” 

94. “Hesych. "Azoyacov” corrupted from aroyateo. 

99. yw émréeoow. “pe rerecct.” 

113. Kal érapois. “cots 0” érapors. 

115. év. “evi” 

116. “oyod. Pind. Olym. 8 xarédovew avti Tod KaTedovr- 
Tat, ovoéT@ yap mephiae oi punotipes, te eohayialey a 
odvaoceus.” 

122. ove Saery “ou fi” 





216 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


127. “Hesye, a@\Aos 06. addodudas.” 

134, “€& ddos. wo; q* Ulyssi gratum, ob pericula a mari.” 
—Lucianus in “Epwres. of épérar td cxados éEarov és yay 
avacrracavtes. —“ Hesyc. é& adds, é&w THs Oadacons.” 

142, ‘‘ovdé roy. ovd’ éov.” 

144, “leg, avyvoin toiov, sic 6. 250, &, 218.” —“ ele, avak, 
Ormws Ké pw avaryvoin tov éovra.” Steph. has yp’ avaryvoin. 
(E 118.) 

146. Toe érros. “rye rer” 

147. «ev éds. “« édas.” 

157—159. Bracketed. “oi tpets a@erodvras Didym. Certe 
debuit ixéo@ar dicere, non opac@at.’ opacGas however is in 
156. 

158. “Plutarch de Orbe Lunae p, 1729; 'A\Ad od Tov 
‘Apiotapxov ayara@v dei kai Gavpalov, ovK axovers Kparnros 
avaywaanrerv (leg. veoKovTos) 

‘Oxeavos & bamep yeveots mavTecot TéeTUKTAL 
‘Avépacw dé Geois, wrelarnv emi yaiav inow.” 


162. avd’ eldes. ‘7 Fetdes.” 

174. év. “ods "—‘H ’Apiorodapyns Obs.” 

186. ds éréowxe. “ds Te FéotKe,” 

190. Sudes “ry” evi. 

194, “Etym. M. cexAsuéver, alij cexrapévwv pro KexXac- 
pévwv Vide Hesych. cexAapéver.” 

200. ot “ad.” 

207. oxiy elxeXov. “ FleeXov aK.” 

213. 7 Ti pou eidwrov. “1 poe rerd vel né TL FEid” 

235. “Eustath, in textu wp@ror, in notis rpwrny.” 

238. “Strabo p. 356 Alij dicunt "Exojos de Thessaliae 
fluvio, de hoc Elidis 'Evimjos.” 

241, dpa eicapevos. “fet (ap eer)” 

249. vréxva éret. The a deleted (réxv' érec). 

256. “laodkk@. “aro” 

264. ov pév. “ov poy Pausan. Boeot.” 

271. Kadyv'Enixacrnv. “Hes. cadnv 7 ete.” 

273. ‘“Pausan. Boeot. vieZ o & ov,” in.margin “fe ul. o de 


;_ 


Fov. 
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274. “Hesyc. "Avaravora et Avamvuorta.” 

275. macyav. “mécowv” postea deletum. 

276. wwaoce, “érav” 

279. “Hesy. @ dyei oyo.” 

280. “Hes. Mnrpds épuvies.” 

282. “Sic Dion. réyvn p. 523” 

pupla &va. “t éedva.” 

284. Muevunio ide. “Mevveio ridv. Tl. B, 511.” 

287. IInpo. “ Etym. M. in édreyer’s, vocat eam Tlespa.” 

296. “Hesiod "Aer. v. 54 Avtdp ‘Idixdrja ye Sopuccdw 
*"Apdirpiov. lego Avtap Fupuxdija Sop.” 

297. mavT eirovta. “Fou rel” 

304. Aedoyyaow loa. “RéXoyyav Fe” 

305. 6é per "Idiypedecav. “pera Fip”—*“ 600” (now 601) 
—"Aude” pédecav “HH dpdipéd.” 

306. elctdov, “Ears” 

312. évvedpyuor. “Aecolismo: évvopoyvior ut Sappho.” 

325. Bracketed. “Spurius. semper alias Aradvvcos cum w 
magno.” “Etym. M. S:avveos, semper apud Homerum per a, 
sic Herodianus. oyod. Apollon. 3, 996. dre b€ ovde sryayev 
(apsabdvnv) eis abjvas, reNeuTHoat 5é kaTarerhUeioar bd Onokws, 
Sunpos paptupei—daldpay re—Kovpnv—iyp rote Onoeds Uy pas 
ovo amdvnto. “Hesyc. Maptupinat, BovAncec.” 

327. idrov avdpos. “forte mpo rod avdpds.” 

337. Te dé. “7 dé.” 

340. “Hesyc. Kodoveras, éXarrotra:. te Te,” i.e. leg. in 
Hes. codovere, éXarroire. , 

359. «mdeorépn adv yeupl. “ow yepai.”—“H ’Apictod. 
TI\ecorépnow yepoi.”—“ Hes. IIhkevorépn ovv yespt.” 

363. 7d pév ov tia’ élaxopev. “oe pev ote Fei, TO pev Ov 
oe r” 

364, qodXovs. “odXa 535” (now 536). “L oda.” 

367. “8,170” 

371. of ror dp’ att@. “fo. of Té Tot avT@.” 

386. dyvr) Ilepoedovera. “aivn, ut émrawns.” v. 1. pro 
dyv7} in marg. Steph. Bentley also refers to Eustathius for it. 

399—403. Bracketed. “H oi wévre a@etodvtat bro api. 
&c.” 





ay 
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407, Bracketed. “L deest.” 

421, ajxovoa dra. “an ijxoveas, ut ddropidpao” (418). 
“*xovca’ bra Il. 0. 96.” O 96 seems quoted for middle axov- 
geat, but that is future. Bentley first suggested “0 "ma, 
which is then deleted. 

432. Avyp eidvia. “ypa Fe” 

439. éovrt. “fo. tovre.” 

442. pnd ot. “My por” —* drou” 

450. Gyreratr. “eat 555” (now 556). 

474, ponoeas Epryov. “oao rép” 

483. paxdptatos. “repos” 

484. ériowevica. “ étiov fica. x. 370.” 

485. péya. “pera” 

489. émapovpos. “Etym. in ‘Esap. ali) xe mapoupos, sed 
BéAttoy érrapoupos.” 

490. “Hesych. axAnpo, éyev re etc. leg. éyovti.” 

521. Kyresoe xreivovro. “fo. "Hi@eow «xr. vel Xnree vel 
potius Kydevor. vide Eust. et Hesych.”—*o, 247,” this for 
yuvaiov eiveca Sapwv. - 

522. “ye ridov” i.e. Ketvov kadduoTov ye Fidov for Ketvov 
51) «. iSov. 6) is marked underneath for deletion. 

526. “H ’Apior."Ev@ ddXot mavtes kata Aovpeov fmrmov 
"Ayauot.” 

530. ye. “pwor”—ixérevev. “ éxédevev eréereNdev, 

539. goita. “"“Otyero” “H goita @yero.”—* Eust. yp. 
KaTa apodeXov. yp. Kal orodeXov.” 

542. «nde éxaotn. “fo. enpa rex” —“ aTacat.” 

550. “ drépya” 

561. wt éros. “fo. va mws."—“‘dra p, 185 Il. y. 221. 
A, 187.” dara for érros. 

562. xal dyyvopa Ovpov. “Plutarch. Sympos. 9, 5—«al 
arerpéa Oupov.” 

569. vexvero.v (Steph.). “véxvociw. Strabo 150.” 

580. “réXcvooe”—‘ Hes. tAxnoe. sed rectum elAnueGe, 
Hom. éAxvobeicas te Oiyatpas.” The word rectum defied me, 
but has yielded at length to Mr Aldis Wright and Dr Jackson, 
Bentley apparently wrote 7/A«nee, not Ax. 

582. “eorec” -dov. 
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586. “ dvaBpoyév Hesych.” 

587. “Hes. carakévacne et sSrabceaeares et Karefjvacke.” 

592. “Sic Od. 0, 874 pimrracxe moti véhea oxidevta.” 

593. eiceidov. “ erre ”—“ Pindari axon, Pp 13 "Opnpos 
TdytanXov érépws broriOnat Topwpeta Ga, éotadr év Xiuvy— 
megeww © ove elyev EdéoOar xai ra éFijs wav ei pr) ware *Apic- 
tapxov vd0a éorl Ta ern Tabrta.” 

594, “Hesye, pacratew, dOeiv: sic puordtew, paroratew.” 
In margin “ pas” for Saorafovta. 

595. “Hes. xypirtapevos.” I find only oxnpimropevos 
and -ovmevos in Hesychius. 

602—4, Bracketed. “Versus nothi. vide Il. 6,365. Nus- 
quam Herculis mentio in @edy wdyn. nusquam de Hebe, ut 
ejus uxore. Ipse aicvAdepyos etc. Nusquam alibi ypucorédiX0s. 
Lucianus Dial. Diog. et Herculis agnoscit hos versus.” 

602. “reiSwAdv ry "—“ Plut. p. XXv.” 

608. ods. “lege aici Baréovts éoxer. Patet ex L Ms®. 
—‘LH é@xeu.” 

614, “+y’” inserted; whether before or after éj uncertain. 
“Ten +7 yy. Vel lege ren, TH 7. vel Tain, rh yp.” See 
Hesychius. 

640. “Eust. ta wadara tov avtvypader, eipecin Sotiny.” 


po 


22. “Hes, in”Ore—AcOdvees etc.” 

36. yp éméerot. “we rer” 

45. “Hesyc. @iv,—oorpedduy.” 

51, qeipat’. “an pap?” 

54. evi. “ére 164.” 

64. “fo. adatpeitai tiva Térpn.” 

70. mdaov pédovca. “Eust. yp. dacipedodca, a Phaside 


71. Barev. “ Badov.” 

77. “forte, ovS amoBain, vel ovdé xaBain. Aeol. Hesych. 
xaBact, xataBnOi, Adxwves et xaBdéer, xatarivee et Hom. 
IL. ¢, 164 xae«rave.”—* 7” for ov.— Eust. yp. ovd' ériBain, q" 
yeAotov,” 


— 


220 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

78. “ré ry’ éel”-Kxoot, 

81. rep dv. “ Hyi trep.” 

82, mapa. “amadpos Il. pu, 33.” 

84. “Hesyc. dwpor et ‘Aovpous.” 

94. éFicye. “&& foyer” from margin of Stephanus and 
Eustathius. 

100. vews. “veos.” 

105. “Hesyce. ’"AvapotBdei.”—"“ rpis. imo bis, Taya Tis 


ypadns Sinuaptnpuévns. Strabo. p. 4 et 25 tpis, ypadixov 
adpaprnua pro dis sed pag. 43 rpis ad augendum terrorem. 
Ovid Pont, rv. 10. Charybdin, Ter licet epotum ter vomat illa 


fretum.” 
111. 
137: 


dwetBopevos. “arufomevos” ex L, 
Geoiow breiFeat. “ois droret” 


124—6. Bracketed. “H a@erotvrar y 


130. 
147. 
148, 
154, 
162, 
on 51. 


8 éxacta, “ré” 
Bracketed. “L deest H.” 
yews. “peos.” 

olous. “ olw,” 


meipar. Last three letters underlined; see above 


197, 8. ob8 ér éresta DOoyyfs cetpynvav neovopev. “f, 
éreit av 0. ceipnvouv axovéwev. non enim xovopey, sed 


Ulixes solus.” 


219, 
222. 
231. 
236. 
237. 
238. 
242. 
250. 
252. 
254, 
255. 
258. 
267. 
281. 


“Hes, Néepye, pete, ywpife.” i.e. leg. éepye in Hes. 
ewots. “ weois,” 

poe underlined. 

aveppoiBénce. “fo. avappo.Bdodca.” 

“Quaere an éxpepéoete ? éua, uomo.” 

“Hesyc. dvapopu.—avetapatrev pro avéBpartrev.” 
“ Hesyc. "ESeSpnxet.” 

axyvipevot. “an ayvipevoy.” 

kata, “Kato.” 

agtraipovra 8 émrevta. “fo, domalpovras.” 

moti. “«arporti.” 

ewois. “ peots.” 

pavtios. “ Tuoduv,” 


“ra”-Snxotas. “Hesych, "Adnxopes. lege adnxotes.” 
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288, &4y. “Ona’” 


290. “an Oedy dvaxtwy, id est dsorxovpwv. an avaxrwr, 
ut xamns dvak. vel Bony,” (via—Oonv).— Bodv” for Pedv.— 
“H Znvodotos, didwy aex. éraipwv.” 

317. eicepvcavtes. “ éofe” 

329. ¢é&épOito Hia. “leg. ni eFépOiro.”—“ eFépOibev fp. 
331. vel, propius, e€ep@iar Il. a, 251.” 

335. HrvEa éraipovs. “an 7AvEa fexacrovs. an érapous 
navéa. Immo #Avoxor.” 

347. adyddpata. “ Hes. male "Arad\para.” 

348. Tr. “Ke” 

349. é0édy. “Ano” —€orovras (sic Steph.) “ &fovtas”— 
“ &ovras Il. 8. 63 et Hesych.” 

355. Booxéoxov® Edixes. “ Booxovto Fré” 

372. “leg. vndvu@ vr. 366, 311, 338. Ndi varve@ nus- 
quam alibi.” 

383. “dvcowat. Praes, temp.”’—dacivw. “an -eivwy?” 
postea deletum. Apparently Bentley first changed to dacivewy 
to avoid what he thought an impossible collocation of tenses ; 
then changed his mind, crossed out gaeivwv, and explained 
dvcouat as a present. Yet this seems incredible. 

397. éuol. “ peoi.” 

398. éAacavtes. “éXNOwvTes” ex marg. Steph. ér. not éA. 
both Stephanus and Bentley. 

402. “0, 77.” 

406. “Il. n, 64.” 

417. “ Hesye. Geiov rAjro.” 

419. a@roaivuto. “ orai” 

423. “Athen. XIV "Esirovos reravuero Boos igi xtapé- 
voto "—‘’ Ezrirovos semel venit apud Homerum, vide Hesye.” 

424, “Hes. da’ ixpiodgiv.” 

435. “Hes. amnwpor.” 

439. “Strabo 44 fuds 7°.” 

441. “Strabo 44. «ai rote 57 pos Sodpa.” 

446. “eore” 


Journal of Philology. Vou. xxt. 16 








trial to Nentababies of the same year, Demosthenes (contr. 
Newram 1357) and Plutarch (v. Agesil. 28) agree in assigning 
the battle of Leuctra to the year 371, the latter giving the 
day of the month as the fifth of Hecatombeon, viz. July 6 or 8. 

The data for arranging the events of the successive years 
will be given under each year, beginning with 386. As many 
references will be made to the years of the archons in Diodorus, 
at this point it may be as well to recall the fact that the Ist of 
Hecatombson, the day on which these magistrates entered 
office, fell in these 25 years on various dates, ranging from the 
22nd of June to the 22nd of July. In his annalistic treatment 
Diodorus always prefixes the name of the eponymous archon 
and of the Roman consuls to the history of each year, which he 
begins apparently about midwinter. But for his Greek history 
he seems to have used the work of some chronologist, who 
dated events strictly by the Athenian archonships. Naturally 
this led to confusion, and almost more often than not Diodorus 
in his carelessness puts events, if in the right year, yet under 
the wrong archon; or if under the right archon, yet in the 
wrong year. Frequently, of course, he is mistaken in both. 

886 B.C. Sparta! seems to have occupied the whole of 
this year in enforcing the provisions of the ‘ King’s Peace,’ of 
which she was the originator and had been constituted the 
champion. 

885 B.C. Clinton is apparently nght in assigning the 
siege* of Mantinea by Agesipolis to this year, though the data 
are very unsatisfactory and even contradictory. Xenophon 
would seem to imply that the siege began in the year after 
the expiration of the Thirty Years’ Peace between Sparta and 
Mantinea. Now we know from Thucydides® that it was con- 
cluded in the winter 418/7, so that it must have expired in the 
winter 388/7. Xenophon ought therefore to mean, that the 
war broke out in 386 at latest. It is noticeable that in § 4 
he implies that the siege did not last a very long time. 

Diodorus‘ puts the war in the archonship of Mystichides 
386/5, ie. in 386, thus agreeing with Xenophon. However he 

1 y, 1. 36. sy. 81. 
2 y. 2, 1—T. 4 xv. 2, 5, 
16—2 
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contradicts himself by saying! of the Spartans ovdé 600 érn 
durdtavtes Tas Kowas oovédds, since in this very chapter he 
assigns the declaration of war to the first year after the Peace 
of Antalcidas. Then he makes the siege end under the 
archonship of Dexitheus 385/4 i.e. 385, thus regarding it as 
lasting some 18 months. Probably therefore the best way out 
of the difficulty is to take 385 as the year for the whole 
campaign, the beginning of which may very well have been in 
the last months of Mystichides’ archonship, May or June, and 
the end in the first half of Dexitheus’ archonship, September or 
October. In this case we must not press too strictly the date 
of the termination of the Thirty Years’ Peace: in fact Xenophon 
himself (§ 2) introduces it with an €Aéyovte. Moreover some 
18 months between the final ratification of the Peace of 
Antalcidas and the actua] renewal of hostilities @ priors does 
not appear too long, 

384 B.C. The action of the Phliasian exiles to procure 
their own restoration was, Xenophon? tells us, occasioned by 
the fate of Mantinea, which surrendered, as we have seen, in 
the autumn of the previous year. This event therefore falls 
most naturally into the succeeding year, or better perhaps in 
the winter months 385/4. 

383 B.c. If the next events recorded by Xenophon be 
rightly assigned by Clinton and Grote to 382, the historian 
records no events of this year. 

382 B.C. The events’ in question are (a) the appearance 
of Acanthian and Ambraciot envoys at Sparta to ask for help 
against Olynthus (which may probably be put in the winter or 
early spring), and the resolution of the Lacedwmonians and 
their allies to accede to the request; (b) the preliminary 
expedition of Eudamidas ws taytora (§ 23) after this resolution 
and the surprise of the Cadmea by his brother Phoebidas, while 
he was on his march, @épous ovtos (§ 29), to join him. 

E. Curtius, E. von Stern‘, and others assign these events to 
the year 383. There seem to be only two arguments for so 
doing: (a) Xenophon is silent about any intermediate events 


1 xv. 5. 2 y, 2. 8—10. 2 vy, 2. 11—48. 
4 Spartan. u, Theban, Hegemonie, Dorpat, 1884. p. 34. 
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between the Phliasian affair and the embassy of the Acanthians 
and Ambraciots; (b) Diodorus! records this embassy under the 
year of Phanostratus 383/2 i.e. 383. The first argument is of 
little or no weight. The second argument is quite valueless, 
because Diodorus? puts the capture of the Cadmea in the 
archonship of Evander 382/1, whereas it is plain from Xenophon’s 
narrative, that the two events must have occurred in the same 
Julian year: in fact the testimony of Diodorus ought rather to 
be used against this theory, the embassy falling in the last six 
months of Phanostratus and the capture of the Cadmea in the 
first six months of Evander—an arrangement which accounts 
for the confusion in Diodorus in the usual fashion. 
On the other side, in favour of the year 382 may be urged 
(a) the passages in Diodorus already cited; (6) the testimony 
of the orator Aristides*, uv@imv évtwv 7 Kadyela xaterndb6n ; 
(c) the fact that the succeeding events in Xenophon’s narrative 
fall in better with the year 382 than 383. As to the first 
argument enough has already been said. From the passage in 
Aristides it would follow that the capture of the Cadmea took 
place about August 382; for it is generally agreed that the 
Pythian festival was held every third Olympic year; the month 
however is more uncertain. Most authorities are in favour of 
August, and this does not seem to be inconsistent with 
Xenophon’s @épous dvros, though it must be confessed that 
July would suit better. An attempt, it may be here noticed, 
has been made to impugn Xenophon’s testimony as to the 
season of the year altogether on the ground that he speaks* of 
the Thebans celebrating the Thesmophoria in the summer, 
whereas the festival was really celebrated in October or No- 
vember, It is quite true that the Athenians held the Thesmo- 
phoria in October or November: but there is absolutely no 
evidence, except this passage, to show at what time the 
Thebans were accustomed to hold it. That the seasons might 
vary, is plain from the fact that at Syracuse the festival was 
celebrated in the spring’. 
1 xv. 15, 19. 4+ v. 2. 29. Gecnopopdtew, Odpous 


2 xy. 20. de dvros x.7.X. 
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As to the third argument—the capture of the Cadmea was 
followed in the same summer by the trial and execution of 
Ismenias. Then without any break Xenophon! continues 
TOUT@Y oy) mempayuwevev of Aaxedarpovioi todd 82) wpouperres 
Thy eis THY “OdvvOov oTpaTiay cvvaTrécTeEAXovP. 
they send out Teleutias as harmost in command of oe els 
Tovs pupiovs ovvtafw, and after various military operations 
TovTO wév oTpaTevadpevos TO Oépos SifKe «.7.. Stern, Curtius, 
&c. interpose the winter of 383/2 between the execution of 
Ismenias and the departure of Teleutias, Here not only is it 
much more natural to regard totro to Oépos of § 43 as the 
same as the Gépous dvros of § 29; but it seems absurd to suppose 
that after solemnly resolving in the early spring that each state 
should send 7o eis tods puplovs cvvTaypya for the summer's 
campaign, the Spartans and their allies waited a whole year 
before carrying their resolution into effect—especially when we 
read that after the Theban affair they all acted moAd mapoOu- 
potrepov § 37, and that Teleutias actually took with him this 
THv eis TovS puplovs civtaEw. Surely the narrative implies 
that immediately after sending out Eudamidas’ preliminary 
expedition—for Xenophon sopobully notes that Phebidas only 
followed his brother with rods dzroNeuropmevous Tay éavT@ 
(i.e, Eudamidas) wpocreraypever, not with the main army— 
steps were taken to organize the larger force, and this being 
- ready to hand Teleutias conducted it against Olynthus as soon 
as the affair of the Cadmea was settled. 

S81 BC. “Apa dé 76 Hor b7vopaivopeve® Teleutias began 
anew operations against Olynthus: then after several skirmishes 
mpovovTos Tod ypovou (§3) he was slain and the whole besieging 
force was obliged to disperse. 

Diodorus® assigns the death of Teleutias to the archonship 
of Evander 382/1 ie. to the same year as the capture of the 
Cadmea. Xenophon proves that this is too soon, though it 
is quite possible that his death may have occurred in the 
last month of Evander i.e. circ. June 381, Diodorus goes 
on to attribute to Agesipolis a whole year (ie. 381) spent in 
petty skirmishes. Xenophon leaves it indeterminate, whether 

1 y, 2, 87. ay. 3.1, 3 xv, 21, 22. 
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Agesipolis set sail as soon as possible after the death of 
Teleutias, ic. August or September 381, or whether he waited 
till the spring of 380. He implies however that the Spartan 
government met the emergency with all possible vigour, so 
that, combining this with Diodorus, we cannot go far wrong 
in preferring the earlier date. 

380, 379 B.C. Xenophon* marks exactly the time of 
Agesipolis’ death with the words cata @épovs dxuynv. This 
agrees with Diodorus’, who not only puts the occurrence under 
the archonship of Pytheas 380/379, but adds that he had 
reigned for 14 years, and was succeeded by Cleombrotus, who 
reigned for 9 years. Now Cleombrotus was slain at Leuctra in 
July 371, so that once more we arrive at the year 380. 
Polybiades* was sent out as harmost to take the command at 
Olynthus: although he prosecuted the war with vigour, he 
was obliged to starve the town into a surrender. This must 
necessarily have been somewhat a lengthy process, so that the 
capitulation cannot well be dated earlier than the first half of: 
379. This date agrees well enough with Diodorus, who assigns 
it to the same archonship as the death of Agesipolis, i.e. Pytheas 
380/379. Moreover it appears from Xenophon’s narrative that 
it took place just after or simultaneously with the reduction of 
Phlius, This is an unusually safe inference, because it is 
evident from the way that Xenophon in this chapter leaves 
events at Olynthus to record what was going on at Phlius, 
then goes back to Olynthus, again to Phlius, and once 
more to Olynthus that he is strictly following their rela- 
tive chronological order. In § 25 he definitely states that 
the Phliasian affair lasted 20 months. It appears from its 
order in his narrative, that the complication began between 
Agesipolis’ departure for Olynthus circ. August or September 
381 and his death in July 380. For the same reason® we 
gather that the actual siege of the town began before the 
death of Agesipolis and continued after it, If therefore we as- 
sume the complication to have arisen about October 381 and 

1 y, 3. 8. 4 v. 5. 20. 


2 ¥. 5. 19. Sy, 3. 17, 19, 21, 
# xy, 23. 
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the surrender to have taken place about March or April 379, 
no very wide margin for error will be left. Olynthus, as we 
have seen already, fell at the same date or just afterwards. 
Diodorus’ affords us no help for the Phliasian affair. He 
compresses it into one year 383 and dismisses it in a couple of 
lines, 

379/378 B.C. winter. It is beyond all doubt that the 
Cadmea was recovered from the Spartans about the winter 
solstice 379/8. Xenophon? records the event next in order 
after the surrender of Phlius and Olynthus. Immediately on 
receipt of the news the ephors sent out Cleombrotus paAa@ 
yeuavos dvtos (§ 14). Plutarch also* says jv videros, and in 
another passage*, that it was a little after the surrender of 
Phlius, Moreover this date is indirectly confirmed by monu- 
mental evidence: for Xenophon affords us data, which exactly 
determine the four successive years 378-375, and the last of 
them is fixed by an inscription’. Diodorus* therefore is 
manifestly wrong in putting the recovery of the Cadmea under 
the archonship of Nausinicus 378/7, though, if it happened as 
late as January 378, which is quite possible, his mistake is 
easily accounted for: in fact on his system it is hardly a 
mistake at all. 

378-375 B.C. Three passages in Xenophon determine 
these years exactly. In v. 4, 56 we read of the Thebans para 
mictowevo. omaver airov dia ro dvoiv éroiv ph eikndevar 
Kaprrov ex THs yas. Then § 58 trredaivovtos 5¢ mdduw Tov 
jpos Cleombrotus led an expedition against the Thebans, 
which never reached its destination. Finally in § 63 we learn 
that the Thebans had leisure to subject their neighbouring 
cities Gre eis tas OnBas ovK éuBeBAnxor@y trav modepieov 
out ev @ KrXeouSporos nye THY oTpaTtiav ETEL OUT ev @ TiymobeEas 
mepiemrevce, The two years alluded to in the first passage, it 
appears from the context, are the two years immediately 
following the recovery of the Cadmea viz. 378, 377; and the 
two years of the last passage are 376, 375, the last of which, as 

1 xv. 19. 4 y, Agesil, 24, 


2 ¥, 4.1. ® CLA. ii, 49. 
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before mentioned, is confirmed by an inscription. The events 
of these years can thus be fixed with ease. 

378 Bc. v.4.13—18. Cleombrotus’ expedition against 
the Thebans in January or February. 

v. 4. 20—24, Sphodrias’ unsuccessful attempt upon the 

v. 4. 35—41. Agesilaus’ first invasion of Bootia. 

This chronology is indirectly but strongly confirmed by the 
inscription CIA. ii. 17. Xenophon’ tells us that after the 
departure of Sphodrias of "A@nvaiou érvAwody re Tov Tlecpacd 
vads Te evauTrnyoivTo Tois Te Bowwrots macy mpoOupia €Bon- 
Govy. This inscription, dated the archonship of Nausinicus 
378/7, shows the outcome of this activity in the enlistment of 
many new allies into the Athenian maritime confederacy, in- 
cluding the Thebans. 

377 B.C. ézei ro gap erectn (§ 47), Agesilaus marched 
out on his second expedition into Beotia. 

Diodorus* it may here be noted compresses Agesilaus’ two 
expeditions into one, which he assigns together with the first 
declaration of war to the archonship of Callias 377/6. 

376 B.C. wtrodaivovtos mad Tod Hpos (§ 58) Cleom- 
brotus commanded the Lacedw#monian forces, 

Chabrias (§ 61) defeated the admiral Pollis, and the Lacede- 
monian fleet-—at Naxos according to Plutarch® rn Exrn és 
Séxa Tod Bondpopdvos, c. Sept. 10. 

Diodorus* puts this victory a year too soon. 

375 B.c. yv. 4. 63—66. Timotheus sailed round Pelo- 
ponnesus, winning Corcyra and tas mepl éxelva modes over to 
the Athenian confederacy. This date is verified by the inscrip- 
tion (CIA. ii. 49) dated the archonship of Hippodamas, 375/4, 
which records the inclusion of the Corcyrans, Acarnanians, and 
Cephallenians in the Athenian confederacy. If Polyznus’® is 
to be trusted and the festival of S«ipa is the same as the 
Lxtpopopia, Timotheus defeated the Spartan admiral off Leucas 
or, as Xenophon® says, at Alyzia, about the month of June. 

Ly, 4, 34, * xv. 34. 


2 xy, 28—32, 5 iii, 10, 4. 
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374, 373 B.C. From a comparison of Xenophon v. 4, 63 
and vi. 1. 1, where it is implied that it was not until after the 
Thebans had completed the subjugation of their immediate 
neighbours, which had engaged them both during the year of 
Cleombrotus’ expedition and that of Timotheus’ cireumnaviga- 
tion of the Peloponnesus, that they attacked the Phocians— 
it follows that Cleombrotus’ third expedition to help the 
Phocians falls in 374 and not as Clinton puts it, in the 
previous year. 

Then oyedov epi rodtov tov ypovov Polydamas the Phar- 
salian came to Sparta to ask for aid against Jason of Phera. 

After narrating this transaction with some detail, Xenophon* 
goes back to the Lacedemonian expedition in support of the 
Phocians, and tells how the Athenians—doubtless in the same 
year—made a separate peace with the Lacedemonians, Im- 
mediately afterwards orders were sent to Timotheus at Coreyra 
to return to Athens. On his way home he replaced certain 
Zacynthian exiles in their island. This was regarded by the 
Spartans as a violation of the new peace; whereupon ev@vs 
(§ 3) they collected a fleet of 60 ships and despatched it under 
the admiral Mnasippus with orders to sail against Coreyra. 
Unfortunately Xenophon gives no more definite marks of time 
for this or the next three or four years. Diodorus? makes 
positive mistakes. He speaks of a preliminary expedition 
(which of course is quite® possible) sent out by the Lacedx- 
monians under Alcidas, which was shortly followed by Mna- 
sippus with his 60 ships. He then goes on to say, that the 
Athenians tried to counteract this move by sending Ctesicles — 
to Zacynthus* and by collecting a fleet, which was put under 
the command of Timotheus. All these events as well as the 
defeat and death of Mnasippus he puts in the archonship of 
Socratides 374/3, by which he means 374; whereas, as will 
shortly appear, Timotheus set sail in 373. 

To return to Xenophon*: hard pressed by the ravages of 





1 vi, 2. 1, Coreyra, as in cap, 47 he speaks of 
2 xv. 46. 47. Ctesicles as sent to Coreyra. 
4 of. Grote ix. 358. * vi. 2, 8—11, 


4 Probably a mere oversight for 
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Mnasippus, who finally succeeded in blockading their city, the 
Coreyreans appealed to Athens for help. The Athenians 
decided icyupds émiedyréov elvas, sent Stesicles with 600 
peltasts across the mainland, and éyndicavto xai éEjKovta 
vais tAnpodv, Tiwoleov 8 avtTay atpatnyov éexeipoTovyncay. 
Fortunately the exact date of Timotheus’ departure from 
Athens is preserved in Demosthenes contr. Newr. 1186—ézi 
Lwxparisov dpyovros povvyyidvos pnvos, i.e. April 373. Evi- 
dently therefore, as Mnasippus’ operations must have taken 
some considerable time and the Athenian fleet, we are in- 
formed, was very slow in its outfit, Mnasippus must have 
sailed in the autumn of 374, and Stesicles must have set out 
some time between Oct. 374 and April 373—probably about 
mid winter, 

Stern’ has conclusively proved that Curtius and other 
scholars are mistaken in following Diodorus’ dates and nar- 
rative in preference to that of the contemporary Xenophon, 
supported as it is by Apollodorus’ (Demosthenes) oration 
against Timotheus. In accordance with the latter it is evident 
that Iphicrates replaced Timotheus in the early summer of 
373 and sailed for Corcyra, after completing by his vigorous 
measures the outfit of the fleet, some time between midsummer 
and autumn. The defeat and death of Mnasippus happened 
before Iphicrates’ arrived at Corcyra. Timotheus’ trial and 
acquittal is fixed by the same oration® to the month of Novem- 
ber 373. Here there is an apparent discrepancy between the 
oration and Xenophon’s narrative. It might appear from the 
former*, that both Iphicrates and Callistratus were present at 
the trial. The language however does not necessitate this 
interpretation, and the presence of Callistratus at Athens is 
fully explained by Xenophon‘ himself, who tells us that on 
Callistratus’ representing to his colleague that, if he returned 
to Athens, he would either send supplies to the fleet or procure 
peace with Sparta, Iphicrates let him go. 

872 B.C. Iphicrates stayed’ in Corcyra and the neigh- 

1 Le, pp. 1O7—113. 4 vi. 8, 3. 


2 p. 1190, ® vi, 2. 37, 38, 
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bourhood all through this year, maintaining his armament 
partly by hiring out his sailors to work in the fields for the 
Corcyreans, partly by allowing his mercenaries to serve in the 
pay of friendly states, and partly by ravages in the enemy's 
country. 

3715B.C. The dates of the peace congress in Sparta about 
June and of the battle of Leuctra, fought according to Plutarch* 
20 days later, are sufficiently well attested by the evidence 
collected by Clinton. 


Part IL. 371 to 362 Bc. 


371 Bc. In the few weeks following the battle of 
Leuctra, which was fought in July 371, must be placed the 
expedition of Archidamus*, and the congress at Athens, in 
which the peace of the previous June was solemnly renewed. 
Xenophon® next relates the restoration of Mantinea, which was 
effected evidently before and not, as Pausanias* says, after the 
first Theban invasion of the Peloponnesus. 

370 B.C. The most important event of this year was the 
assassination of Jason of Phere just at the moment when he 
was making great preparations to appear at the Pythian games 
(370 c. August), the mention® of which satisfactorily fixes the 
date. His death freed the Greek world from a great danger, 
and enabled® the Thebans to turn their attention with safety 
to affairs in the Peloponnesus. There the restoration of 
Mantinea, the formation of the Arcadian League and the 
foundation of Megalopolis in the winter of 371/370" by the 
Arcadian democrats had given rise to great internal com- 
motions. The Tegeate oligarchs had appealed to Sparta, and 
the ephors had despatched Agesilaus to their assistance® in the 
winter 370/369, All these dates are in harmony both with 


1 y, Agesil. 28, 6 ef. Stern Le. pp. 165, 166, 

2 vi. 4.17,18. 5.1. ? ef. Clinton, F, H. The foundation 
3 vi. 5. 4, 5. is not mentioned by Xenophon. 
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‘Xenophon and Diodorus. The retirement of Agesilaus to 
Sparta was immediately followed by the first Theban invasion 
of the Peloponnesus, which according to Diodorus’ lasted 85 
days, and which ended while it was still winter’, ie. early in 





i" 369 BC. 76 vortépw eter’ ie. April 369 (for Xenophon, 

_ it must be remembered‘, always reckons the year to begin with 

__ the spring) a new alliance was concluded between Athens and 

Sparta. Then the Thebans made their second invasion of the 
Peloponnesus. The time of year is perhaps marked by the 
arrival and departure of the troops, which Dionysius I. of 
Syracuse sent to the aid of the Spartans: for under the condi- 
tions of ancient navigation they could hardly have arrived 
before May, and according to Diodorus’ they returned at the 
end of the summer. 

868 B.C. The words % mapa Asovuciov dSevtépa Bon}- 
Geca® fix with tolerable accuracy the next events recorded by 
Xenophon. For Dionysius I. died in the spring’ of 367. 
Their arrival was simultaneous with the congress at Delphi 
summoned by Philiscus, the envoy of the satrap Ariobarzanes, 

' If Kéhler’s interpretation be correct, this date is confirmed by 
the inscription* recording the honours voted by the Athenian 
assembly to Dionysius I. towards the end of the archonship of 
Lysistratus, 369/8, which in lines 5 ff. seems to refer to this 
congress at Delphi. The so-called ‘Tearless Victory’® was 
gained this year by the Lacedwmonians over the Arcadians and 
Argives. 

368-365 B.C. The chronology of the next three and a 
half years is most uncertain. It depends very much on the 
time assigned to the movements of Pelopidas, all of which, 
with the exception of his embassy to Susa, are unnoticed by 
Xenophon. Clinton omits them altogether. Grote departs”, 


1 xv. 67. 5 xy. 70. roi Gdpous Aayorros. Cf, 
2 vi. 5.50, é&u xal yeu qv. Xen. vii, 1. 22. 
* vii. 1. 1. * vii. 1, 28, 
4 Clinton, forgetting this practice, 7 ef. Clinton. 8 OFA. ii. 51. 
postdates the Second Theban Invasion ¥ vil. 1, 52. Diod. xv. 72. 
and the following events. 10 ef, Stern Le. p. 201. 
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without sufficient justification, from the ancient authorities and , 
rearranges them on purely @ priori principles. 

Taking the events as they stand in Diodorus’ and Plutarch?, 
we may accept the date assigned by the former for the arrest 
of Pelopidas and Ismenias by Alexander of Pherz, and for the 
unsuccessful expedition of the two Beotarchs, Cleomenes and 
Hypates to rescue them—viz. 368. Whether Epaminondas’ 
expedition for the same purpose is to be put in the later months 
of 368 or in the early months of 367, is a doubtful question. 
Stern prefers the later date on the ground that Diodorus and 
Plutarch represent Epaminondas as once more elected Beotarch 
and that the elections to that office usually were held about 
the time of the winter solstice—an argument at this point 
without much weight, as the two unsuccessful Beeotarchs were 
evidently deprived of their office and Epaminondas put in their 


367 B.C. Assuming the early months of this year to be 
the correct date for Epaminondas’ expedition, we must suppose 
that immediately on his return to Thebes Pelopidas was sent 
as envoy to the Persian court. Not less than 5 or 6 months 
must be allowed for the journey up to and down from Susa, 
and another month or more for the subsequent congress at 
Thebes and for the despatch of the Theban envoys after its 
failure to the various Greek States. This brings us at earliest 
to the autumn of 367; and it is natural to suppose that not 
until all these negotiations were over did Epaminondas* lead 
his expedition against the Achzans—perhaps in November or 
December of this same year. This kind of dead reckoning 
is at this point our only resource, because Diodorus, though he 
mentions Epaminondas expedition and puts it, as we assume, 
correctly under the archonship of Polyzelus 367/6, omits alto- 
gether the embassy of Pelopidas to the Persian Court, which 
must necessarily have occupied a long time, except for a brief 
allusion* in speaking of the exploits of the hero after narrating 
his death at Cynoscephalz. 


i xv. TL. ‘ vi L 41. 
2 y. Pelop. 27. * xv. Sl. 
2 Le. 196, 
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‘. 366 Be. One of the ‘inlet amie oF pom ond 

expedition into Achwea was the political revolution at Sicyon, 

which finally resulted in Euphron’s seizing the tyranny—pro- 
-bably at the very beginning of 366. 

In the next two chapters (2, 3) Xenophon records a number 
of simultaneous events more or less centring round the person 
of Euphron and the little town of Phlius. Euphron’ joined 
_ the Theban harmost of Sicyon in an attack upon Phlius. The 
_ Athenian Chares was sent to assist the Phliasians, and after 
various operations the Phliasians began to build a fortress at 
_ Thyamia. At this point Xenophon introduces a digression, 
| describing the further career and assassination of Euphron, 

From vii. 4. 1 it appears that this happened before the 
_ departure of Chares from Phlius and therefore, notwithstanding 
_ Grote’s* remark that a year is too short for Euphron’s career, 
his death must be assigned to this same year. Then the 
historian® returns from his digression to the Phliasians forti- 
fying Thyamia rod Xapnros ére mapovtos, when Oropus, at 
the time in the occupation of the Athenians, was seized by 
some exiles. The Athenians summoned Chares to help them 
to recover the town, but they were obliged to content them- 
selves with leaving it in the hands of the Thebans, until the 
question of their claims should be settled by arbitration. With 
the departure* of Chares and the Athenian troops the Sicyo- 
nians were free to recapture their harbour, which Euphron 
just before his death had seized with the help of some Athenian 
mercenaries and handed over to the Lacedwmonians. 
This date for the capture of Oropus agrees with Diodorus’, 
_ who puts it under the archonship of Cephisodorus 3866/5. 
penwcintely afterwards, it would appear from the sequence in 
Xenophon’s® narrative, the Corinthians, Phliasians, and Epi- 
daurians, weary of the long wars, with the consent of Sparta 
made a separate peace with Thebes, This must be the peace 
which Diodorus’ wrongly represents as a universal peace made 





1 vii, 2. 11—28. 5 xv. 76. 
25 26. 6 vii, 4. 6—11. 
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through the intervention of the Persian king. His date for 
it however is to be accepted, viz. the archonship of Cephiso- 
dorus 366/5, which is further confirmed by his remark— 
modenos KaTeAvOn mrelov peivas érav révTe, THY apyny KaBav 
aro tav Aevetpixov, Leuctra having been fought in 371. 

In this year too arrived? the third reinforcements from 
Syracuse for the Spartans sent this time by Dionysius IL, his 
father having died, as already mentioned, in the spring of the 
previous year. 

365 Bc. The chronology of this and the next year 
presents but little difficulty. We may take Xenophon’s* words 
peta d€ TodTo ov ToAN@ UoTepov as marking somewhere near 
the beginning of 365, when war broke out between the Eleians 
and Arcadians. To this year we may certainly assign all the 
events recorded in § 12—18; and though it is tempting to 
suppose that the words in § 19 oi &' avd ‘Apxades waduv rrovovvtat 
adXAnv orpareiav eis tHv "Hduv, it seems better to follow the 
chronology of Diodorus* and to put this second campaign 
together with the capture of Cromnus by Archidamus the 
Spartan king under this same year 365. At the latest these 
events can hardly be placed later than January to March 364; 
for Xenophon ought to mean by the words eémidytos ‘OXup- 
meaxov érous* about April 364. 

864 B.C. The Arcadians in the spring’ began to make 
great preparations for their celebration of the Olympic festival, 
which would take place in July. 

This was the year of the death of Pelopidas at Cynos- 
cephale, which is fixed with something like certainty by the 
mention of an eclipse in Diodorus* and Plutarch’. This must 
be the eclipse of July 13, 364. 

364 July-362 July. The remaining sections of the 
Hellenica are occupied with the commotions in Arcadia, which 
arose from a dispute over the use of the sacred treasures of 
Olympia, and which culminated in the intervention of the 


1 vii. 4, 12, 5 vii, 4. 28, 
2 vii. 4, 12, ® xy. 80, 
* xv. 77. 7 y, Pelop. 32. 


4 yi, 4, 28. 





‘The first event® to which a Ge angie ibs taney 
ofthe , Achwans, Eleians, and other Pelopon 
swith the Athenians, which is actually extant in an 
scription’ , dated the archonship of Molon i. 362/1, who 
enter d chen office about July 22. The battle of Mantinea 
1 shortly after the conclusion of this treaty o/rouv cuy- 
Se aidte ovens, probably at the beginning of August. Diodorus*® 
in Plutarch* therefore must both be mistaken in putting the 
battle under the archonship of Chariclides, 363/2, the latter 
even giving the exact date, or rather that of the annual festival, 
\ which was held to commemorate the victory, as the 12th of 
_ Scirophorion i.e. about 3 July. Diogenes’ Laertius repeats the 
mistake. The date of the festival seems somehow to have 
been different from the day of the battle, how or why—cannot 
be explained. But the evidence of the inscription, backed up 
as it is by Xenophon’s oitov ouyxouidy must be taken to 
outweigh this strange unanimity on the part of three authori- 
ties, each one of whom would by himself be of but little im- 
portance, 








1 xv. 82. f 5 xy. 82, | 

2 vii. 5. 1—8. 6 de glor. Ath. 850 a, 
3 CIA. ii. 57 bh, 7 ii, 54, 

4 vii. 5. 14, 


G. E. UNDERHILL. 
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1. Homer, Odyssey III. 2883—497. 


Papyri of the Iliad are the commonest form of literary 
discovery among the documents disinterred in Egypt of late 
years; but the relatively inferior popularity of the Odyssey in 
antiquity is reflected by the comparative rarity of papyri contain- 
ing any part of it. One only is mentioned by Ludwich, namely 
the Berlin papyrus 154, containing about 70 lines of book xiv. 
No other has yet been announced as being in the possession of 
either Paris, Berlin, or Vienna, though it is highly probable 
that there may be some hitherto unpublished fragments in the 
collection of the Archduke Rainer. Prof. Nicole of Geneva 
possesses some fragments of the Odyssey, but the extent and 
character of them have not yet been made public. Meanwhile 
the British Museum has acquired within the last year some 
portions of a very fine manuscript (now Brit. Mus, Pap. celxxi.), 
containing the conclusion of the third book, accompanied by a 
few scholia; and the manuscript is of a class good enough to 
warrant, and indeed (considering its age) to require, the publica- 
tion of its text in full. 

Unlike most of the papyri hitherto discovered, this MS. may 
well have been written for sale or for a public library. It is 
written on light-coloured papyrus of good quality, 13 inches in 
height, in columns occupying 54 inches in width, with margins 
of about 21 inches at the top, 2} inches at the bottom, and 
1} inches between the columns. The writing isa large, delicate 
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uncial, perhaps the finest specimen of that class of hand on 
papyrus at present known to exist. The columns contain from 
34 to 36 lines each, at which rate the whole book would have 
occupied a roll of about eight feet in length. There are a few 
accents, breathings, and marks of elision, etc, all by the 
original scribe ; in two cases he has prefixed breathings to the 
second part of a compound word (Aaépxea in 1 425 and 
evpvodeins in 1. 453). Punctuation marks are added at the ends 
of lines, and occasionally in the middle (ll. 320, 323, 460, 471, 
477, 484, 485, 490, 496), These have in some cases, possibly 
in all, been added subsequently to the original text, The 
original scribe has also prefixed an arrowhead-shaped mark to 
certain lines, which seems to represent an obelus. The lines 
to which it is attached are IJ. 321 (presumably carrying with 
it 822), 396 (omitted in one ms., G), 400 (which involves 401, 
both of these lines being athetised by Zenodotus), 458, 
461, 472, 484 (involving 485), and 486. The scholia are 
written in the margins between and above the columns, in a 
small cursive hand, to which are also due the corrections in Il. 
469, 483, 490, 492. The presence of this hand is of great value 
in helping to assign a date to the MS., as it regularly uses the 
peculiar form of » which is found (speaking roughly) only 
between the middle of the lst century and the middle of the 
2nd. A superior limit for the scholia is given by the occurrence 
in them of the name of the grammarian Apion, who flourished 
(and was already famous) in the time of Caligula. It is im- 
possible to say how long after the transcription of the original 
Ms. the addition of the scholia took place; but it is evident 
that the original Ms. cannot safely be dated lower than the first 
century of our era, and palaeographical considerations would not 
justify its being placed much earlier. To that century, there- 
fore, it may be provisionally assigned, and it is unquestionably 
a valuable and handsome specimen of early uncial writing. 

The following is the text of the portions of the Ms. which 
have been preserved. Dots placed beneath letters indicate that 
those letters are only partially legible. All other marks, whether 
of punctuation, accentuation, or elision, are reproduced from the 
Ms, 

1\7—2 
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BOM s 1 |) See. Bhs ec eeay Seba Se bs tev aedXar 
ro ee ee ee ee yomevos tep odoL0 
ZOO iri edt Glee ae eSe eas lL KTEPEA KTEPLo ELEY’ 


vy €1t OlWOTTa TroVTOV 
ys 
Pes ihe Mae padeta@my opos aimru 


eee he eee yepnv odov euvpvotra Ceus 
Terres ey eer e pepwv em aitpéva eve’ 

BOO 55 vacle gue manera ass VTO TeAWpLa Loa operoty’ 

Mev KPNTHL eTEhMAT CED 


ee te oe ee cap... vou aude pe. Opa 


desunt vv. 294-318, ad finem columnae. 


col. 2] ex twv avOpwrwyv ofev............... = 
320 eXOeyev* ovriva mpwrov.............005. 
> 5 mehayos peya TOvoy Ofe.............+. 
aUTOETES OLYVEVOW ETEL.............- 
arr Ou vu. cuv vni re ee 
ec 8 eBex..s¢ tebos ee eT eee 
325 map 8. ToL... es emor OL T.........------. 
Ssag tick Gua tt ova Stay 08........ 0.00 eee 
B20 Ske wh € PW QUT... cece ee ee eee eee 


desunt vv. 328-386. 


col. 8] viact nat yauSpoow ea mpos S0.... Kara’ 


388 adr ote dwpad t..vTO ayaxduT..... AVAKTOS 
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owov ndviroTo...... poexaT... viav... 
wifev Tapin.ar..... noe ....... 
TOV O YEepwv KONTN...... OOaTO TOX......... 
euxeT arroomrevdw..... ne Stos av....... 
395 avrap ee: oTeig.......... cov nO........ 
> Ob MEV KAKKE..........0.. ovde eka ..... 


rov 5 QDTOU HO... ec cee ccc eee e eae ee 
FONTOLS EU Nicci S os aa ee eens a we eae 


400° > 9p: 0 Gp CU ianioe eae cka ds Sete Mew Sees 
68 Ob -€F 5 OE ida woos bebe nah acy 


desunt vv. 405-421. 


COLA] vane Meee be Bow .. mtBovKorgos avn’ 
OS Ao ee oes axou pmey. Ov. ov... pedawvay 
eo ye Tapous ayéro dstreTo Se Sv cious: 
Ps ee a coxoov Aakpxe . de..0 KederOw 
ree égp . Boos ypu..v... acw mépiyevn’ 
Si aeae ee EV ove c cece cece ee eee TE 8 CLOW 
ddeedctset pe alee tg Ra ope daluse eh aeaenes a mevecOat 
ee ee eee ee ee ee ey y vdwp 
ASU. cet ae tae ece ae new ara aa Oe 4 ..ap Bous 
ee ee Tee ee een eee ee ee on. 
ee ee eee eee ee eee € Xa.. EUs 


desunt vv. 433, 434, sed spatium iis idoneum in margine 
indicatur. 
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eee Te ee ee eee oTwWp 


Meeeee ge Vee ees eye ee Ta veoTwp 


BOD: 3 nate. hex kaon & odes boca’ €To ToANa ) adnvne 
sd vid, Segue serutn 10.08 a eraser Soa Tpixas ev trupe B.. rwy 
ee eee ee eer are ere UTas mpoBahovro 
Shavena tee ace Miedo enhctta tetanic os Opacupndns 
bah geartiah poe lesiandse let a eee owe TevovTas 

BDO! tcedin teeta ein cane are oes at 8 odoAvEav 
ee ee ee eee pene eee QKOUTUS 
ie Renae Cece eee eee eee ee LO Ouyatpor 
avd Stas cca vie SCe ei aya eee ae eG area ees upubderns 
Se eee ee ee ee eee opxapos avdpo. 

Ee re ree ee ra eee ee € 5 oorea Oupos 
ee er ee errr ek fb. pla Tapvov 

col, 5] WAVTA Ke... cece eee eee eee ee upay 
> OvmrrTvya TO... ... ee eee apolernca. 
kate 5 emi ay..... 0 yepwv €.... LGomra ouvov 
460 ArerBe* veow de Tap avTov exov TeuTwBora xEpor 


> Q@UTap €TEl KATA Up exan Kal OTTAGYYY ETTaATAYTO 
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ai the Aov T apa Tarra Kat aph oBerdoiow €T ..... 
... @v 8 axporropous oBeNous ev Yepot........ 
..i+.0e THAEMaAYOV AoVTEV KAAN TOAV..... 

465 .... opog omAotaty Ouyarnp vydniada. 
1... p eet KouTEY TE KaL EXYpioeV ALT EX.... 
.. he de piv hapos xahov Badev nb yuiTov. 
.. p acapwlou Bn depas abavaroicw opo.os 
.ap 8 oye veotop wwv Kat ap eleTo mroiseva ee 

470 oc § ere: wrtTncay Kpe vrepTepa Kat epvaarT. 
Sawuv efopevor" ems 8 avepes exOdou Sporto 

> OWoV evowvoyoevyTes eve YpucEois SeTaccow" 

auTap emet Tootos Kat ednTvos e& Epoy evTo 
Toio. Se uvOmv npye yepnvios wTToTa verTwp* 

475 mades eos aye THAEUaY@L KAAITPLYAS LTTOUS 
fevEa?’ ud appat ayovtes wa mpnaanaw odoi0- 
ws epad’ ot 6 apa tov pada wev Kdvov 76 emiGovTo’ 
KapTarkyuws 8 éefevEav vp appaciw wxeas emtrous’ 
av O€ YyUVN TapLn oLToy Kat ovov eOnKeDv 

480 ord te ova edover diorpedecs Bacidyes’ 
av § apa Tnremaxos TepixadrAca BnoeTto Suppor 
map 5 apa veatopions TeicioTpaTos opXau“os avdpwr* 
es Subpov 8 aveBawe kat nvia NaCeTO Yepow’ 

> pactitev 6 eXaav’ Tw 6 ove axovte meTecOnv 
485 es medivov’ Aurretnv Se TwuAoU avru wrodteOpov’ 
456 > ov . . mavmpepiot acevov Cuyov apdis exovtes 
488 €. npas 6 exovto Sioxdnos rote Sopa 


... 0S opTiAoyoto Tov addetos Texe Tratoa' 


__ Opec y | (bw : 
490 ¢. Oa de vier decav’ o b¢—-ren—weap Ecuia Pyxev (sic) 
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490 0 8 dpa Eevia Saxev Ludwich, with most Mss., Pap. corr.; 
0 6€ Tots map Ecivia Onxev Pap., with PJ KH*M*. 

492 troixit’ €Bawov Ludwich, Pap. corr.; toixiia Baivov Pap. 

493 is omitted, with Ludwich and most Mss. 


It will be seen that the variants are not very numerous nor 
specially important; but they are all genuine variants, not 
mere errors of the scribe, and as such they deserve attention. 
The Ms, indeed was evidently written with great care, and 
consequently its age gives it importance. 

It remains to describe the scholia; and since these are often 
mutilated and sometimes obscure, they will be transcribed as 
they stand, without punctuation or expansion of contracted 
syllables, The only omissions are a few instances in which the 
mutilation of the papyrus has left only one or two letters of a 
scholium, 

284 Kateoye® emevyo* are* hox Kat eva* 

286 KaKewwos ep” 

290 .... Te TpopeovTo ep* Kat ami” 

391 ovov ndv’ tr’ yWidws ev Se[katw] ad ov yap aveotpe aly 
e£ tXtov Kat odvaceus cuv auTots Sexatoy eros eot[t] Tm. . 
nou . TacTwv €.. Topi ev Sexa er[elou . . (written at top 
of column), 

427 e&* plev ov a]ddou pe” eEp* evrete ws azo 7” Spa. pov 
petoyns Spa....... €. 0” amo THs... ANE... EvTTETE KaL 
o” ypntat on” S10 0” yparrreov (written at top of column). 

ib, oTtT ovK,... 

430 ev np.... 

431 .. To vnos bx 

437 edmxe 8 errevta 

438 [o]re ayadpa To Lepetor aM 

443 ep” ev yepot 
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" — we Se 


2. DermosTHENes De Falsa Legatione, § 11—32. 


The early manuscripts of classical authors which have been 
discovered within recent years have all been inscribed on 
papyrus; and some special interest may therefore attach to 
some fragments of a vellum Ms. which appears to be con- 
siderably older than any other extant specimen of that material, 
and to rank in age with some of the papyri just alluded to. 
Moreover, though it is not the oldest extant Ms. of Demosthenes, 
being some centuries later than the papyrus containing the 
Third Epistle (Brit. Mus. Pap. exxxiii.), it is the oldest ms. of 
any of his orations, containing as it does a portion of the De 
Falsa Legatione. It therefore seems to require a fuller de- 
scription than can be given in the official Catalogue of Additions 
to the Department of Mss. in the British Museum, in which it 
figures as Add, Ms. 34473. 

The fragments now in possession of the British Museum, 
which were acquired with a number of papyri discovered, or 
stated to be discovered, in the Fayyim, consist of four pages, 
forming the two inside leaves of a quaternion. This quaternion 
was the first in the entire MS., and its first page held the 
beginning of the oration. Each page measured 7} inches by 
64, and contained two columns of small writing, with 36 lines to 
each column. No column is preserved intact, but the four 
interior columns are nearly complete, while the four which stood 
nearer the ‘outside edges of the leaves have suffered more 
severely. The fourth page bears the number 5 (=6) in its 
upper margin. The writing is a small, neat uncial, slightly 
uneven in respect of the size of the letters, o in particular being 
consistently small. Paragraphi have been inserted by the 
original scribe in the way familiar in early Mss., below the first 
letters of the line in which a sentence ends; he has also added 
a certain number of punctuation marks in the text itself, and a 
few accents and breathings, A few corrections are made, also 
in the first hand. There is no sign of the Ms. having been 
touched by any but the original scribe. Wath regard to the 
date of the MS, it is impossible to be very positive. The hand 


ss 
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is unlike that of any known vellum Ms., and must be classed 
rather with those of the papyri. Regarded from this point of 
view it is plainly of the Roman period, and both in the size 
and shape of letters and in the general appearance of the 
writing it bears considerable resemblance to the papyrus of 
Herodas (Brit. Mus. Pap. cxxxv.). (I may say in passing that, in 
view of the greater quantity of palaeographical evidence now 
available for the first three centuries of our era, I should now 
place the Herodas papyrus in the Ist or 2nd century rather 
than in the 2nd or 3rd.) No doubt future discoveries will 
enable us to date literary Mss. of this period with more 
certainty ; meanwhile this Demosthenes Ms. may be placed 
with fair confidence about the 2nd century after Christ. The 
writing and spelling are careful and the text good, so that it 
was probably a copy intended for commercial circulation; and 
it may rank (as some early papyrus MSs. cannot rank) as a link 
in the tradition of the true text. 

Hence its evidence is of some importance as bearing on the 
fidelity with which the text of Demosthenes (and collaterally of 
other classical authors) has been handed down; and owing to 
the mutilated state of the pages a simple collation will not 
suffice to show its character, since it would leave a doubt as to 
where its testimony is available and where it is imperfect. It 
is therefore necessary to print the text in full. I have divided 
the words and used capital initials for proper names; but all 
accents, breathings, and punctuation marks are as in the MS. 
Dots beneath letters signify that they are only partially 


preserved, 


pag. 1, col. 1 

Sill tov uvmep Dirtrarov Aexyor| .. . | 
wep tuov edn Sednunyopy|..... ] 
Kat dteEvwor Aka thy EAXada tra 
gav ovxt Tas wdvas adixovoe pmovov 
matpidas oc Swpodoxouvtes Kar 


xXpNHaTa NaywPavortes tapa Pi 


§12 


§13 
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umarov" emetdn ToWwvY TavTa TrOAL 
revopevou TOUTOU TOTE Kat TOUTO 
To devypa efevnvoyotos mept avTou 
TOUS Tepe THS eipnvns TperBets 

ws Didvrroyv treurew eriacbnte 
uro Apiotoénuouv cat NeowtroXepou 
kat Krnowpwvtos kat Tov addr 
Tov exeOev amrayyedXovT@r 

ovd oTLouy uyles. ‘yeyveTas Tov 
mpeafewy TOVTMY Els KAL OUTOS 
OVX WS TOV aTodwoopevwY Ta 
UmeTepa ovd ws TwY TeTiCTEV 
KoT@y Tat Didurmat: adr’ ws TOV 
durakovtwy Tovs addous* dia yap 
TOUS TpoEetpnuevous KOYOUS Kat 

thy mpos Pidwrmov aréeyGevav 
ELKOT@MS TAVTIY Tept GvVTOU Tay 
Tes evyete THv Sokavy [.... | 

he 


eXGwyv Trowuy emo peta 7... . | 


durakouev apl....-....5-+0- | 
kpatny ToNka twapl.......+--. ] 

Kat expt Tov Sevpo eL......... ] 
amo TnS MpwTns Tpecfl.... | 

Eue your js [.-.][--]p[-Jef..---] 
mempakas avtl.......+.-. ] 


Yopis yap Twy GAL ...-- esse ees ] 
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eee Jovrar[ . Juov mpos [.......- ]é 


[..... Je cuveBnoav Bovao[.... je 

bys e-eaten jv [. Jurexa axovol...... | e« 

ig tg ham Rane & jw neoper[......- Je 

Fiance vais Jurns ths emil sc... eee ] 

Peers 1. Moe eee ] 
cetera desunt. 


[.... |]o@ae cvveBovrevoy pnde 
tavta mwaGew: pd avaptopevovs 
edtriowy e& eXridwv Kat UToryxe 
cecw eis TovexaTov ehew Ta 
TpayuaTa eacal’ Kat eTeLca TavTAa 
thy Bourn" emerdn Se nKEeVv 7 Ex 
nota Kat mpos twas ede eye 
mapeGav Atoywns ovToct TpPwTOS 
nov atavTwy' Kat mpos Atos Kat 
Gewv teipacbe ocvvdiapvnpo 

vevery eay TarnOn eyo Ta yap 
TavTa Ta TpaywaTta AvENnVapeva 
pov cat dtapGepavta odkws TavT’ 
eOTLY NON’ TOV MeV atraryryeArELY 
Te TWY TemperRevpEevMY" 7 TrEpL 


Tov ev THe Bovane pnGerrwy" ev apa 


nugherBnter wn arnOn reve e€ 
pe pvnoOnvar TraumAnOes a 
weayev' evme Se TowovTous Noyous 


Kat THALKAUTG Kal TOLAUTa eyovTAas 
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§ 20 


§ 21 
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ri 


ayaba ws atavTas vwas AaBov 
wiyeTo* edn yap nkKely TreTEetKws 
Didurrrov wav oca supceper THE 

Os Genes ] Kat Tepe Tov ev Audixtvoct 


lVaie-wtex ]pt Tov adrAwv aTavTwy Kat 


[... |EnA@e Aoyor paxpoy vp 


Die Sractcenie |Bail ..... Jew vrep Pa 
Tene sme eb, ]rrov edn* Kar Ta 

I rceaial daxvrhst eter phere ] mpos vpas 
CASES lifero ex Twy eavTar 
Heredia ate 1Bevpevoow Svdw  Tpiwv 
iene [oar Tee Jovtas ovKou Kat 
Mer |reL... 1... Js vd" evoxydou 
Ue Rs Siew |wev tro\copKoupe 

Re dnie vied pact aig jutas ywpis THs ar 
[oc ccs eeaee es JKovoer Bar’ Ocomias 


eol, 5 (pag. 3) 


ais 
blew 


§ 22 


Se xav [IAaraias ovxrfopmel . jas [ . Joe 
Se ta Ypnuata evompatropeva 

ov mapa DPwxewy adda Tapa OnBSaw 
tov BovrAevoavt@y THv KaTadnYiv 
tou iepov' didakas yap avtos edne Tov 
Dirvrrov ott ovdey ntrov noeBn 
Kaci ot BeBourXeveoTes Twy Tats 


yepot tmpatavtwv Kat dia TovTo 


ypnuat’ avuT@L TOUS ®eBSarovs eT 


Kexnpuyevats axovew de xa Twy 


EvBoewr eviwy epn trehoBnuc 


a 
a 


= 
= 
: 


§ 23 


col. 6 
§ 24 


THY expnynv’ ovd ayvoouper OOULMEV OTL 

_ UpeES we Apudirodtw Sedoxate 
—“Bitewmer Didewmos 86 Up wpodo 
ynoev EvBo.av re ewan 
dé Tt Kat addo Suwixnpevoy avra. 


ov nv Tw TovTo ye BovdecOar [...... | 


Kaw yap vuv POove Til........ |] 


Tov ou mpeTBel..... 6.65. eee ] 


eubexipay Me wilt ces. ose s25 


ove epny eidevar' [...... 22006 ] 
TL Neve ToUTMY oY [.......000ee ] 
anrnyyeikas Kat Tapaot|...... | 
evev o & evOev ov7[........ Sa 


ree _. «|v nBovrecbe adda 
mAn|. . .]vTos amnyyedKer* Kav vy 


Tous Qeous etxos Te mabew epyovy’ € 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxu. 
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col, § 


§ 30 


§ 31 
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adnGevav x|..| To cupdepov rye mI... .] 
yeyl- Juno. .Je vowsrnte’ ev de [.....] 


Ti, qaleten .] @v ovros e[...] mem 

Serer rec oise) Haw wow.bs ]r’ exes 
cetera desunt. 

ery ] ov yap a havras ypnae 


UMeLs ELS Ta KOLVa TOAAAKIS ay 
Opwroit Ka Ta Tpayyata earl 
gavria wv n Twods aktovtat Tapa Tots 
addoiss ovde ToAdou dec eta Dae 

[ . ]uvnywvicavro Se ovTos TovTo 

Se bn Seu oxomew Kat opay et ova 
Tns Tov PwKewy cwrTnpias emt 


Thy TpeaBevay nKev’ TavTa TavTa 


amrwXecay ovto Kat SiedGerpav 


éxovres ovxy ws [...] Pwxeas amr 
Nese TO Kal autov trofev Sos Se 
pot To TpoBovAevpa Oo Tpos THY 
eunv ateyyediay eyrndicato 7 
BovAn Kat THY papTUpLay THY TOV 
ypayravTos avtTo ToTe wa yvare 
OTL ey@ pev OU TOTE GuyNaGasS VvUV 
adioTayat TwY TeTpPayLEVOr" 

arr’ evbus Karnyopouv Kat mpoe 


@pwv Ta wedrovTa’ n BovArn Se 


18—2 
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|...| KwAUGetoa akovery Tap emou 
Cote .| rt ernwnoev tovrous 
Se ot sue: 899 +5 - . . .Jecov nEvwwoev 
RNS AM b Riacyg BEDS ] tour’ ad ov yeyover 
Pye ea | wrote dnow 
Rac stented acmnsnates ] mperBes’ ovde 
A OR eae ora rr Jatov Kateyxetpo 
ee thea tne ]s* @AX’ ovToe tetrov 

ha) AA ie ] Tots mpwrov pev 
[.......+..|/av" evra To TpoPovAceuma 


[. .] prupua mMpoPevAeupLa 


Beare hecho ing |rrawvos ovre KANO 
Rerata taletat ai keats Xs jevov eorw Tov pe 
RaricASeee js Boudns ev Se you 


Collated with Blass’ text (Teubner Library edition, 1885), 
the new codex (which, having been acquired from the well- 
known Viennese dealer, Herr Graf, will be referred to as G) 


shows the following variants. 


§11 adexotar G: adcxodow B. 


$12 deiywa G: dedyu’ B; and similarly throughout. 
os Pidtrrov réwrev G: méwrev ws Pirsrrov B. 


eriaOnre G: éreicOnre B. 


tovTwv els xai, bracketed by B after Vind.,is retained by G, 


, fF f f 5 £ 
etxoT@s TauTnv G: TavTny eixoTtas B. 
§13 avrov G: éavrov B. 


av mpoeipnxes G probably, with Q marg.: dv O7ep eizroy 


eipnxes B. 
elrev ov Tos G probably : obros eizev B, 
S14 Bpayeis [etre] G: elvre Bpayeis B. 
§19 av radrnOn G: dy arnOF B. 


adn67y G, with SLOY : radkn6@7 B, after Aristides, 
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trovavta G with Mss. and Aristides: tocair’ B. 
aya@a G with Mss.; rayaéa B, 
ws, With r added above.the line, G: oof B. 
§20 “Audictdoo: G: “Audixrioow B. 
eitreity Umrép Pwlkéwv pos Pidrir)|rov G: om. wmép 
Paxéov B. 
eautat G: avTe@ B, 
§21 apd, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss, 
Siddfar G: bddoxew B. 
dca TouTO G: dia tadTa B. 
xyejpat auras G: ypnual” cave B. 
§ 22 Before 671, cai Neves is written, but has been struck out. 
apos Pidurmov thy eipnyvny G: tiv eipyynv mpos Pi- 
etrarov B, 
Pirlrmet, with éxelvwe written above, G: éxeivw B. 
aporoynoev EvBorav G: E’vSoav dporoynxer B. 
elvat 0€ Tt G: elvas pévtor B. 
Touro ye G: ye om. B. 
§23 «Kat doxav pjrap G: cal Soxdv cai pyrop B. 
oltre miorever|v “SovrAecBe adda wAnv G, with Mss.: 
oUTe Tiatevery EBovrecOe AHv B, after Priscian. 
§ 24 éuouy’ edoxeire G: ewovye Soxeire B. 
totavta G: tooair B, with Mss. 
tara, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss, except Y. 
ot & avridéyovres G, with MSS.: o 8 dvtinéyov B, after 
Libanius. 
kai cuphépovra G with Mss.: «ai om. B, after Cobet. 
§27 ovdevos G: ovdév B. 
umjpyev G: bripye B. 
§30 oddAdKis avOpwos, bracketed by B, after Sopater, 
Schol, Plat. Alcib. 11. 147 D, etc., is retained by G. 
mapa Tois dAdo, bracketed by B, after the same 
authorities, is retained by G. 
elra Pwxéas G: eita cai Pwxéas B. 
amorwrexe G: atrod@dexev B. 
tovTo dé 6% G: rovro &y B. 














taév Poxéov G: rdv om, B. o- 
Tatra rdvta G: rad’ dravra B. 
amadreoe To Kal’ avtév G: am@decev dy Ke 

§31 wa yare G: i’ cidfe B. 

axovew map éuod [radnO4] G: axovoas T 

duod B. 


érnuwnoev G: éeryvece B. 

ono G, with S al.: dice B. 
§ 32 mpdrov uév G, with Mss. except A: wév om. B. ~ 
| elra To mpofovreupa, bracketed by B, is retained b: 


Of the 52 divergencies here noted, two (#er’ in §19 ar A 
cancelled sa) yee in teeta he al 
variants. Twelve more (not counting cases of noo-clision ¢ 
final vowels, which have not been enumerated) are mere r 
of spelling, mainly the omission or retention of the v ec 
rixov, Which are of interest solely with reference to the prin- 
ciples of rhythm applied by Blass to the text of Demosthenes. 
Three (§ 19 ayaa, § 21 wapd, § 31 elra ro  rpoBovrAevpa) are 
cases in which G supports the unanimous evidence of the Mss. 
against arbitrary alterations introduced by Blass in obedience 
to the same principles of rhythm. Two other variants fall 
practically under the same category: viz. § 24 of & dyTiheyovTes, 
where Blass’ 6 8 avtidéywv has only the support of a passage in 
Libanius, and the omission of yey after wrpérov in § 31, which 
follows on the removal of efra To wpoBovdAevpa. The great age 
of the present Ms, renders its testimony of some value as to 
the propriety of the rigid application of the rules against 
hiatus and the concurrence of three short syllables. In no case 
does it support alterations which have been made upon these | 
grounds alone, 

Of the 33 variants which remain, seven are cases in which 
the new MS. agrees with the leading extant MSS., as against 
readings adopted by Blass, generally from some quotation of 
the passage in other authors. These are § 12 where tovrwy els i 
«al is retained in almost all Mss., but is omitted, according to | 
Blass, in Vind. 1, 7, schol. p. 348, 21; § 19 adj67 G and mss., . 





i 
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radnO7 B from Aristides, avoiding a hiatus; § 19 rovatra G 
and MSS., Trocadra B from § 24(G has rovadra in both passages, 
which will seem to recommend the alteration of the vulgate in 
§ 24 rather than in § 19, especially as tn\txadTa Kai TotadTa is 
the commoner phrase) ; § 23 where aA)a (MSS.) is omitted by B 
on the authority of Priscian, but since the present Ms. is con- 
siderably older than the time of Priscian the balance of authority 
would appear now to be against his reading; § 26 G supports 
the retention of «ai, which Oobet deletes, and proves that at 
least the corruption is a very old one; and § 30 moddaxis 
avOparrows and mapa Trois dAXots are omitted by Sopater and 
the Scholiast on Plato’s Alcibiades ITI., supported by Eustathius, 
all of them authorities later than the present Ms., though 
their concurrence proves the genuine existence of a variant in 
the tradition. In eight instances the evidence of the mss. is 
divided; in § 13 B, apparently with most Mss., has dy dep 
elrrov eipyxer, S and Q dyzrep elroy eipneet (S corr. mpoerpyxec), 
Q marg. dy mpoespnec, the latter being supported by G, with- 
out making the reading intrinsically preferable to the vulgate ; 
§ 21 G supports the inferior Mss. against S in reading atré 
rather than éavt@ ; § 22 elvar wévtou kal ddd B, with SLOY, 
elvat pevtTot Tt Kal GAAo other MSS., elvas b€ Te Kal dAdo G, 
where either reading could be explained as derived from the 
other through the confusion of dé and péy in their contracted 
forms ; § 24 égywouy’ éSoxeire, the express testimony of G, with 
several Mss. (but not 5) appears preferable in point of sense ; 
§ 24 rddAa is omitted by Y, retained by all other ss., includ- 
ing G; § 30 the addition of the article before Pwxéwy has the ° 
support of FQ and other Mss., but not of S; § 31 dnaiv S and 
others unspecified, supported now by G, ¢yaeu B, apparently 
with some MS. support, as he does not say that all Mss. are 
against him ; § 32 wp@rov uéy G and all mss. except A, which 
omits yév, an omission which is only desirable if elra +d spo- 
Bovevpa be also cancelled ; but for this there is no evidence 
except the occurrence of the tabooed three short syllables and 
the fact that the words are not essential and may easily have 
been added. 

There remain eighteen readings in which the new Ms, 





— 
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stands alone. Five are cases of simple transposition of words, 
in which the decision as to the right order must generally be 
left to personal taste. In § 12 the transposition of ws ®/Avror 
méprresy for méeprrew o as Pidurov is a matter almost of indiffer- 
ence, while eixorws tavTny seems to be an improvement in 
emphasis on ta’rny eixdrws ; § 13 elsrev odros for od tos elev is 
as nearly indifferent as can be ; § 14 Spayeis eizre appears to be 
inferior to the vulgate elzre Bpayeis: finally in § 22 the reading 
of G, mpos Pidkirtrov tiv eipyvnv, has the disadvantage of 
increasing the number of consecutive long syllables. The 
remaining variants cannot be classified in groups, and may be 
taken in order. In § 19 éay radn64 and dv adnOy are very 
evenly balanced ; in § 20 u7rep Dwxeéwr appears superfiuous along- 
side of cata @nf8aiwv, and may possibly be a gloss imported 
into the text ; § 21 dséafax is perhaps preferable to d:dacKew, 
the reference being to a single definite occasion; 61a TovTo is 
perhaps preferable to 6:a taira, as avoiding the collocation of 
two neuter plurals which have nothing to do with one another ; 
§ 22 Pidir@ is a cumbrous repetition of the proper name, 
which already occurs twice in immediate proximity, and is no 
doubt rightly corrected in the Ms. to exeive, the vulgate read- 
ing ; ®moAoyncev can hardly be right, in the face of the perfect 
ded@xare in the parallel clause, and the change of order is 
injurious to both parallelism and rhythm; and the addition of 
ye after rodro is harmless but unnecessary. In § 24 tovadra is 
supported by the repetition of the phrase in § 19, where G (here 
unsupported) concurs with the vulgate ; § 27 ovdevds is probably 
a colruption, and avery natural one; § 30 «ai before Pwxéas can 
well be spared, but on the other hand its insertion is less easily 
explicable than its omission; 6é is not required with 67 after 
toto ; while ro, if not required with xa@’ éavtoy, is yet very 
possibly right. Finally va yvdre for iv’ idj@ in § 31 is the 
one passage in which a word wholly different from the vulgate 
is found, and here it is difficult to say which reading is to be 
preferred, 

Without, however, trying to decide confidently either for or 
against the readings of the newly discovered Ms, in all these 
passages, it is evident that while they will require to be taken 


| 
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into consideration by future editors of the speech, they yet 
present no variations of a startling character. The MS. is 
singularly free from obvious blunders, and if it had been intact 
it would have been an authority of the highest importance. As 
it is, the main conclusion which seems to be derivable from the 
analysis of its readings is that we have here a confirmation of 
the general soundness of the text preserved to us in the much 
later MSS. on which we have hitherto depended. In this 
respect the new MS. agrees with all the better papyrus Mss. 
of other authors. It is becoming more and more certain that if 
our Greek classical texts have been much corrupted since they 
left the hands of their authors, that corruption must have taken 
place very early, and must have been due rather to the de- 
liberate alteration of editors than to the ignorant blunders of 
scribes. Whethera theory of such alteration on a large scale is 
probable, and whether, if probable, modern scholars are in a 
position to detect its operations with any confidence, are ques- 
tions which cannot be discussed here, and on which the best 
authorities will probably continue to differ. 


F, G. KENYON, 
























ON SOME PASSAGES FROM THE POETAE SCENIO! 


viv tT, @ xpaticrov tacw Oidirov xapa, 
ixerevopev oe TavTes olde mpoctpoTot 
ahem ti evpeiv tui, eite tov Beav 
giuny axotcas elt’ an’ avdpos oicBa ov 
os Toiow éutreipact Kal ras Evpdopas 
Oed. Tyr. 40—45. 


This passage already has a literature of its own, and I 
ought to offer an apology for attempting to add to it. ee 
it cannot be said that any one interpretation at present he 
the field, and I may therefore be pardoned for suggesting one 
more possible explanation of the difficulty. As the 
stands, the choice lies between the rendering of Prof. Jebb minal 
that of Prof. Kennedy. Against accepting the latter I consider 
Prof. Jebb’s objections unanswerable, and they are stated with 
admirable force in his Appendix. But on the other hand I am 
unable to accept the traditional explanation, which Prof, Jebb — 
defends. tds cuppopas tav Bovdevyatwy does not naturally 
mean ‘issues of counsels’ even if the words were not separated, 
as they are, and it is difficult to extract any sense from foo as 

a in this context. If we are to find a sense at all c 
then Prof Jebb’s ‘most often have effect’ is probably as good a 
translation as can be given, but I venture to believe that ws 
only because this translation has become more or less traditi 
that it is accepted at all, and I am pleased to see in the Classical 
Review for Jan. 1893 one more protest against sconpae } mS 
satisfactory any interpretation that has hitherto been given. 


) 
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The emendation jacovs there proposed by Mr Herbert Richards 
I cannot accept, though I believe it gives the sense we want. 
But what reason can be assigned for the change of 4#ecous to 
fwcas? I propose to read oteas for faaas, and should translate 
as follows; “for I see that among men of experience even 
calamities are most of all dependent upon counsels.” This use 
of eiue with a genitive following is a favourite construction of 
Sophocles, cf. Oed. Tyr. 917, Philoctetes 386 modus yap éote 
Taga TMV Hyoupevwy where Prof. Jebb translates “For an army, 
like a city, hangs wholly on its leaders.” If that translation is 
applied to the present passage, it will exactly give what I believe 
to be the right sense. And now, lastly, if Sophocles wrote 
oveas, why was the alteration to foocas made? Is it not 
possible that teoas was simply a gloss on odcas, added by some 
copyist who did not understand the passage, but who was aware 
that ov¥aas could be used in the sense of focas? If this is so, 
it 1s probable that he was the first to give to the passage what 
has now become the traditional interpretation, and he ensured 
the acceptance of his view by substituting f&éoas, which can 
only be taken in one sense, for o#cas which admits of two. 


éotis 1708 tyav Adiov tov AaBdaxou 

Kadtoubev avdpos ex Tivos SimdAe€To, 

TOUTOV KeXevw TaVvTAa onmaivetvy enol: 

kel ev poBSetrat, TovTixinm vmefedov 

avTos Ka? avrod weicetat yap ado pmév 

agtepyes ovdév, ys & drew aBraPns. 
224—229, 


Prof. Jebb reads varefeXciy avrov and translates “I bid him 
to declare all to me. And if he is afraid, I tell him to remove 
the danger of the charge from his path by denouncing himself.” 
If any alteration is necessary, this is probably the best, but it 
seems to me that the passage may be fairly construed as it 
stands if 1. 226 is taken differently. I should translate “if 
anyone knows by whom Laius was slain, I bid every one to 
denounce this man to me. And if he (i.e. the guilty man) is 
afraid, having removed from his path the charge (i.e. the being 
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charged by others) let him denounce himself, for he shall suffer 
nothing else” ete. 

aavra in |, 226 is everyone who knows the guilty man, 
1, 227 supposes the guilty man to be afraid of being denounced, 
and invites him to do away with the chance of being accused 
by others, by accusing himself. With most editors I understand 


onuatvéerw after adtos cal’ avtov. 

















mavrTes yap ov dpovetr’. éya & ov pn tote 
Ta, @S av elrwm pn) Ta o, exdyvw kaxd. 


328, 329. 


Probably no passage in the play except 44—45 has been 
discussed so much as this, but here too it cannot be said even 
now that any one interpretation has gained universal assent. 
Prof. Jebb punctuates as above, and translates “I will never 
reveal my (not to call them thy) griefs.” Now there may be 
justification for the grammar of this, and therefore I hesitate to 
express my dissent, but at present I can find no parallel passage. 
@s ay appears to be used for ws in final clauses only after an 
imperative or the equivalent to an imperative, and the passage 
quoted by Prof. Jebb from Ar. Av. 1508 76 oxsadevov vrépexe 
dvwblev, a> av un pw idwow of Oeot is an instance of this rule, 
It does not therefore justify taking ws: dy pa) ei in the sense 
which he gives it in this passage. I feel too myself some diffi- 
culty in taking tawa with «axa, for it does not seem quite 
natural that Teiresias should refer to his knowledge of the caxa 
of Oedipus as Ta éuad Kana. 

Prof. Kennedy takes the passage thus: éyo 8 ov unrrore elar@ 
raya (I will never speak my things) ws dp (ei7rw) however I 
may call them (whatever they may deserve to be called) ua ra 
o éxdyvw xaxa lest I disclose your things as evil. The objection 
which I feel to this is that @s ay elrw “however I may call 
them” does not give us the sense we require. I venture to 
propose eid for eizrw, and should translate “ But mine, however 
I may know, I will never disclose, lest I disclose thy evils.” 
Knowledge of these troubles—it is only fair to remember— 
Teiresias has already claimed: almost his first words were 
Taira yap Karas éym eidas di@Aco". And if it be fair to press 
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the invidious sense of £uverdws in 330, we may observe that, 
though Oedipus allows the first confession of knowledge in 318 
to pass unchallenged, when that confession is repeated in 329, 
he is by this time so angry that he at once assumes that know- 
ledge is equivalent to complicity. It will be seen that I take 
éxpnvw twice over, first with ov js mote Taw’, and then in its 
own clause. I should suggest that e/a was altered to efzrw to 
provide a more suitable verb to govern Taya. 


GAX’ ov TE pny Eywye TOD Nowrod yYpovov 
Evvoixos éooop’, adda THdE TPOS MUAH 
mapeio euavtiy adiros avava Biov. 

Soph. EL. 818. 


Dindorf retains the MSS. reading, which must be wrong, 
nor are any of the emendations proposed satisfactory, though 
Hermann’s £vvotxos etoetp’, which Prof. Jebb reluctantly accepts, 
is perhaps the best. I propose Evvoxos és ord’ as involving 
only the insertion of one letter: avavaé Bior is strictly speaking 
to be taken with both clauses, but it is naturally kept to the 
end of the sentence to which it chiefly belongs and where its 
position is most forcible. 


ov wn Tpocoices yeipa, Baxxevoes S ion, 
pnd eEopopEer pwpiay Thy anv épuoi. 
Eur, Bacch. 243. 

A prohibition, says Goodwin, begun by ov yu with the 
future may be continued by ude with another future form, and 
he quotes this passage adding “here ydé continues the original 
prohibition as if there had been no interruption.” But it is just 
this very interruption which seems to me so very abnormal. I 
do not see how Euripides can haye written “ Don’t do this, but 
go and do that, and don’t do this other thing.” The positive 
command between two prohibitions seems impossible, I should 
read ié@v for & iwyv, a change which only involves the trans- 
position of two letters, and I should take Baxyevceis as the 
plural of SBaxyeveis. The sense will then be “Do not bring 
your hand near me, you that have looked on Bacchic rites, nor 


i 
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wipe off your folly on me.” There is no reason why Baxyevous 
should not be used in the plural; Specs occurs once in this 
very play, and as far as I know nowhere else, 


TIE. ov« dv Suvaiunv Onrvy évddvar orodjv. 

AI. ad’ alua Onoeis, Evxw~Badrov Baxyars payny. 

IIE. 6p@ds- poreiy ypr mparov és KkatacKkoTiy, 
Bacchae 8386—838, 


Line 837 is difficult, and has been emended in various ways: 
as it stands it does not seem to supply any adequate reason for 
the op@as of the next line. elwa has been proposed as an 
emendation, but even so the sense is not quite satisfactory. I 
imagine that the sound of efwa and alwa would be identical, 
and that Dionysus intends Pentheus to understand him to be 
speaking of elua while the audience will not fail to see that 
alwa, bloodshed, will be the result of a conflict with the 
Bacchants, But Pentheus, supposing him to mean “you will 
lay aside your woman's robe, after you have fought,” answers 
op0ds, and is willing to admit the necessity of first going as 
a spy. 

One passage from Aristophanes may conclude these notes, 
The difficulty in Aves 337 has been already pointed out in the 
New Phrynichus. The MSS. there give 


TavTa pev dAnpels Exar 

Kapta* mas KAavoe yap Hv arak ye TapOaryo ‘KKoT As ; 
How are we to explain the presence of xapra in a passage 
which can hardly be a parody from Tragedy, and indeed seems 
to have no tragic associations whatever? Is it possible that 
Aristophanes wrote yapta? In that case the meaning will be 
“What nonsense you are talking! you have reason to be glad : 

for how can you cry if your eyes are once pecked out ?” 


HUGH MACNAGHTEN., 


NOTE ON THE FOURTH PYTHIAN. 


It has been more than once pointed out how much the last 
verse of each strophe and antistrophe depends for its striking 
rhythmical effect upon the short syllables with which it begins: 
should anyone doubt this, let him take, say, line 177, éuorev 
evaivntos 'Opdevs, and for gworev substitute 7\Oev: or in line 
246, réXecav dv mrayal aidapov, substitute redEay for rédXecav. 

And in this long ode there are three cases, no more (out of 
26), where the first two short syllables are represented by one 
long one: 31 Setwy' éerrayyéAXovts Tp@Tov, 54 DoiBos auvace 
Géutoow, 108 Aléd\@ nai wacl tiywav. Here the ear suffers, or 
but for habituation would suffer,as much as in the substitutions 
suggested above. But has it ever been pointed out that in 
each of these cases the long syllable is a diphthong: and in 
each it 1s possible by merely resolving the diphthong to restore 
the normal rhythm? This can hardly be accidental. I conceive 
then we ought to pronounce the lines thus: 

déimy émayyéAXovtTe mparov 
DdiBos auvace Sépioow 
"Aiok@ Kal matoi Tian. 

Etymologically indeed, as I am informed, the diphthongs in 
question cannot be regarded as dissyllabic: but I cannot see 
that this is any reason why each of the two vowels should not 
have been sung as a distinct musical note. 


' Mommeen reads ééras from his own conjecture, which no one, I believe, 
has adopted. 


R. D. ARCHER-HIND,. 
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SOME NEW PAPYRI FROM APOLLONOPOLIS. 


In 1892 the Rev. A. C. Headlam brought from I 
number of papyri. These he entrusted to Mr F. Madax =, 
whose kind permission I have been sllowed to work at t 
Two of these papyri, bought at Esneh, were both 
more complete than the rest, though both were | 
mutilated, In one of them two or three lines at the b 
were lost, af rin line only ators wee 
while throughout the rest of the document at least one 
the right hand side had been broken off. But on subseque 
visiting the British Museum, I discovered that by a f c nate 
accident the missing part on the right hand side from line 7 0 
wards was among the large collection recently acquired by tk 
British Museum, most of which is as yet unpublished. ray 
document, therefore, which I shall call No. 1, is after line 9 
nearly perfect. The other papyrus of Mr Headlam, No. 2, 
which in style closely resembles No. 1, has been broken parallel 
with the writing, not, as No. 1, at right angles to it, and is 
therefore nearly perfect: so far as it goes, but it has lost a large 


addition to these ive papyri I gave a transcription of a mo “a 
papyrus of a very similar character, No. 3, which is int 

British Museum. This also is considerably mutilated, having 
lost about 15 lines at the beginning, as well as about 10 lette rs 
at the end of each line. The lacunae in it however can in most 
cases be filled up from the other two, while it in turn sometimes 
supplements their deficiencies. 

These three documents are all contracts for the sale of house 

property at Apollonopolis Magna, the modern Edfu, not far from — 
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Thebes. In their general style they may be compared to Nos. 
21 and 21"* of the Louvre collection (Notices et Extraits, vol. 
xviii. 2), and two papyri, also at Paris, published by Professor 
A. H. Sayce in the Revue des études grecques vol. iii. 131. In 
No. 1 John the son of Pistois and his mother Aurelia Martha 
agree to sell to Aurelius Victor and his wife Aurelia Heraeis 
the half of their house for 12 solidi “according to the standard 
of Apollonopolis.” Appended are the autograph signatures of 
the vendors and five witnesses. In No. 2 the names of the 
buyers and sellers, as well as the signatures, are lost. The sum 
to be paid was 42 solidi for a house or part of one, and the 
pasture land attached to it. In No, 3 Pistois, head of the 
monastery of Abba Cyrus, agrees to sell to Zacharias and 
some other person, whose name is lost, one-third of a house, 
bequeathed to the monastery by Tachymia daughter of San- 
snotus. The sum paid was one solidus and a fraction, the 
determination of which is doubtful. At the end are the 
autograph signatures of the vendor and witnesses. With regard 
to the dates of the papyri, No. 1 was written in the reign of 
Heraclius and his son Heraclius Novus OConstantinus on Tybi 
8th 6th indiction. As the 6th indiction fell twice in Heraclius’ 
reign, this would suit Jan. 3rd either 618 or 633 a.p. But of 
these two years the earlier is almost certainly the right date. 
The point at issue turns upon the question, who the Nicetas 
mentioned in line 20 was, The most famous person of this 
name was Nicetas son of Gregoras: he was first cousin of the 
emperor Heraclius, and helped him to overthrow Phocas. 
* Nicephorus (p. 5 B ed. Bekker) relates that on Nicetas’ arrival 
at Byzantium, Heraclius avtov domep aderdov yvyctov Kal ouo- 
tysov déyeras, and made him “ Patrician,” cf. 1 21 Nueyra tod 
mavevpyuov Kal vmepdvectatrov matpixiov. Nicephorus does 
not state when he died, but in 630 (p. 15 B) Heraclius caused 
the marriage to take place between his eldest son, Heraclius 
Novus Constantinus, and the daughter of Nicetas, Gregoria, 
nv 8) Kal mwpopynotevodpevos Hv TepiovTos ETL TOU auTHS 
matpos. From this it appears that Nicetas had died before 
630, and therefore, if, as is practically certain, he is the person 
mentioned in line 20, the papyrus was written in 618, There 
Journal of Philology. vow. xx1, 19 
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is just a possibility that the Nicetas in question may have bee 
hms alike dhave-shanieinal) sik asta jot ma 
“ Patrician” until 630 (Niceph. 1. c.), in that case the year 633 
would be meant. But in the passage of Nicephorus ae 
is name is given as Nicetas, the text is corrupt, and i 
Petavius’ emendation be accepted, he was simply called “ 
son of Nicetas.” Moreover, even granting that his name 
Nicetas, he never attained to the prominence of his f 
ihcs we should not capac tw fied Mi eee cou 
of Haracline and Hercelius Noves in an osth (ovo 1 10, SE 

In No. 3 the emperors Heraclius and Heraclius Novus Con- 
stantinus are mentioned. The papyrus therefore must have 
been written between 613, when the younger Heraclius was 
associated with his father in the empire, and 640, by which 
time the Arabs were in full possession of Egypt. | 

In No. 2 there is nothing to indicate the date, but the close __ 
similarity both in phraseology and handwriting, which exists | 
between this papyrus and the other two, shows that it belongs to | 
the first half of the 7th century. 

The handwriting of the body of the documents is in all 
three cases of a good-sized, remarkably upright, semi-cursive . 
character. The signatures in Nos. 1 and 3 are in all kinds 
of bands, uncial and cursive, good and bad. One or two of 
them, which are very rough and uneducated, present some 








e 


oa 










difficulties, especially in the decipherment of proper names. 

The texts are printed just as they are, except that the words 
are correctly separated, and proper names have a capital letter. 
There are no stops, breathings, or accents, but the diaeresis or 
a curved line is sometimes placed over « and v either at the 
beginning of a word, or in order to separate vowels, and the 
apostrophe is twice used as sign of elision in No. 3. Proper 
names occasionally have a line over them. Square brackets 
indicate a lacuna, and, where it is not filled up, the number 
of dots approximately represents the number of letters lost, | 
though the irregularity of the writing, especially at the end of a 
line, renders this often very doubtful. Dots underneath a letter. | 
indicate that the reading is doubtful, unless it is stated to be 
otherwise, because only a part of the letter is left. 
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Before proceeding to the transcriptions, I must thank Mr E. 
Maunde Thompson and Mr Headlam for their permission to 
publish these papyri, and especially Mr F. G. Kenyon for his 
very kind help throughout, 


No. 1, Brit. Mus. No. 210, Mr Headlam having now pre- 
sented his part of this papyrus, as well as No. 2, to the British 
Museum. 


[tev ovouate THs arias Kat Cwotroov Tpiados TaTpos Kau viov 
Kal aylou mvevpaTos | 
LWA Ble ¥e.8 Fo tegen Aided ees. OOM Wate Maa ese 
octane Bactdevas Tov] 
-2. yadnvlotatov nuwv Searrorov DAg Hpaxdecov......... 


3. tleav[ns vios Tuer@tos eAays avayvwotns ayias exKd9- 
ovas AmroAXwvos] 

4, xatn trout[ov unrnp Aupnkta Map@a @uyarnp Sovpovtos 
ex pntpos Loduas] 

Bs. | QPL NOE ys aa tects OT Ts Niland RMS Okc lee ws ae 


ee * 2 st oe Fe hol hu lO 


[avTeor| 

7. vmoypladea........4. i¢-atntviGha ove Qs | ts vroypadovta 
«[ac] 

Bs) MapPuRlae aw sAnls.d cere demewas 2 pap|rupovrtay ty 


wapoven SeSaca 
9, xat avalpaSatw rpacec| TAvpnAtots Buxrope 


10. vem Aawvil[n)jrAvov TavovPe........... jes LaBwov ar 
TN TOUTO 

1l. cupBiw Hpaesdos ex matpos Zayapias ex pntpos Tepnr 
aro TNS 

12. avTns ToAews yaip/ omoXoyoupey Hwers ob Tpoyeypapy- 
pevot 

13. lwavyns «ac Map@ns 9 Tovto pntnp exovres Kat tretret- 
opevot 

14. avev tavtos dodov wat poBov Kar Bias Kau atratns Kat 


avaryKns 
19—2 


272 
15. 


16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20, 
21, 
29, 
23, 
24, 
25, 
26. 
on, 
28, 
29, 
30. 
1, 
32, 


30. 
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Kat ov[vap|rayns cat ovalo]|dy[7rol|re Kaxovoras Kat Ka- 
xonGeras 

Kat tav[ro|s eXatT@patos Kat twac[ns vloutmou tepe- 
ypadns 

ana Se errwpocaueba mpos Se Tys ayias Kat opoovatou 
TpLaba 

Kat viknvy kat Staorvny twv yadnvotatwv Kat Geoorn- 
pixto@y 

nuwv Seorrorway PX’ Hpaxrewov cat Hpaxdevov veov 
K@votavtivou 

TWOY alwvlwv avyoveT@Y auToKpatopwy Kat Nixnta Tov 
Tavevpnuwov Kat 

ureppulecta|rov matpixiov tren|palkevar onuwepoy KaTa 
THvoe THY - 

wviax|nv|] acpareiay vty Tous Tpoyey|pay|wevors Brxtope 
kat Hpaeds 

gupBin Kat KaTayeypadyKevar mviakw vouw Kat TANpE- 
CTAaTM TavTt 

Seorore|tlas Sixatm er alwvia xaToyn amo Tov vuy eTre 
tov e&ns Kat 

ae. atravta Sunvexn ypovov to vmapyov cat dtadepov 
oc 

voTivoy nutcU pmepos ato Tov amnAlwTixov cUmTOCLOU 
avewyLevny 

emt di[ Bos] Kas To nucv Tov aepos av[rov a}ray ev TH 
otxra Taytope 

Siakeypevov ev To DYwpaTe THs Todrelws] ert Aavpas 
Toiwlwp 

Kal THY avadoyiav nuwy ato Tov TuAwVOS Kat Tov 
Wegoou Kat 

peta THs Ercodou Kat e€odouv Kat avodov Kat KabodSov Kaz 
aro TavTwy 

T@V KOLVWVLLLAaLwWY TOTM@Y Kai o“oNoyoumer Tov NouTroU 
pnde ev pepos 9 Sixacov 

vrokertecOat nly ato Tov avTov cumTrociov Kat Tov 
aepos aUTOV Kat ato TayTwy 

Tov Kolwolpimtatwv Toray ws eypntar [...Je[..] eX@op 
els Nas atro diadoyns 
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Iliorwiros tov paxapitov eyou pev Iwavyns [alatpos 
enov de MapOns avdpos 

yettoves Se THS avTns OANS oLKLas voTou pun Snuoota 
aTnhtw@Tov oLKLa TOV 

KAnp[ovlouwy +t Kupov Boppa oxia +t Bevenp Kat pupn 
dnuwocta AuBos 

pupn Snpoora ets nv avewxtar y Gupa THs avTns otKLas 
7 oc 6 av wot 

yettoves travrn wavToGev Kkabws nels ot] amrodopevot 
CTOMATL UITNYVopevTapmev 

THLNS THS Wpos adAnAovsS cupTrEedar| numer |ys Kat cUVA- 
pecacns petaku 

nuav aphotepwr emt BeBarw Kat apetalerw Noyw ypucov 
Soxipov 

vout[opjatiov evos Stmorpov Cuyw ArrodAdXwvos yi! yop/ 
vy’ a,,> bovs nvITeEp 

Tederay Tiny avToO. amecynKapev Tap vuwy Tov wVov- 
evoV 

aro YeLpos eis yetpas nuwy e& orxov vuwy apiOuw Kat 
TAnpnaw ctabpo 

er ovreot [T]wv e&ns viroypadhovtwy pap|tupw|y mpos Tw 
uu“as TOUS 

wyoumevous evtevey Kat emt To Sinvexes KpaTew Kat 
Kupvevety 

xa. Seorotew kata wav SeotroTevas avadaipetou Sixasoy 
Kat OLXELY 

kav Sufolexecy Kat ovKodopmery Kat avotkodomew Kat exyw- 
pety Kat Tapay ape 

Kat peTacynpatitew Kat exutoOovy Kat evaddaTTeEW Kat 
venerOar Kat 

Toke Kat yapicacGar Kat Texvors petadidovat Kat 
KANpovopmols 

kaTadiprave Kat Siaboyxots xat dvaxlaro|yos Kat ypac- 
Gat Trept avtwy 

TPOTW TAVTL UMLY APETKOVTL AKMAUTWS Kat aveuTrodioTAS 

BeBailo|uy re nas arrocoBycew Thv Tapoveay tpacw 
dia Tavros 

aro TavTos Tov emeXeVoOMEvOU N avTLTTOLnTOmeEvoU TOY Oe 
e7TreNEUT OMEVOY 


c 
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54. 9 avTuTomoopmevov Tapaypnua nets oF TempaKkoTes 
EKOTHTOMEY KAL 

55. exdix[n]oouer kat arrocoBnoopev x[at x)abaporoimoopey 
TaUTHY 

56. tThv mpacw idiois nuoy avadopact kat kwivvw Kara 
TOV Tept Tpacews : 

57. nat BeBarwoews vowov et Se acbevermev wept THv Exds- 
KNOW Kat 

58. xaGaporowjcw TavTns THS Tpacews eETOLMMS eyomer 
Tapacyew vp 

59. Tv eyxeyevnv Timny ev Surrw Kat ev t[t] 5 av havenre 
avan@oavTes 

60. eis Te ovxodopny Kat avavewow Kat etleplav emimeecav 
Kal avTa 

61. ev durdy TocoTnT: peta Kat Tov pndev woyvely Kata 
TMV EupEepomevay 

62. Ty Tapovon tpacet ad eh w auTHY Kal TAY jmeEpos 
auTns Kupiay evvat Kat BeBarav 

63. «afore kat eotwv emt To Suenvexes quTep arAny ypahecay 
eFedouefa due 

64. mpos achadteray vuewy atpwtoy Kat amapaBSatoy atrap- 
Tayou mpopepouevnv 

65. ev dnmocim apyew yeyevnueryny Kat Kata [vol“ous TeTe- 
ALM MEVHY Kat 

66. es Ta Tpoyeypappeva travTa erepwTnGevTes wpodkoynoa- 
pevt 

67. ev ovomats Tys ayias Kat Gworrotov Tpvados TaTpos Kat 
vioU Kat aylo mveupaTos 

68. Tufts oydon tys extns ivduxtiovos ev Amro\X@vos avw 


qmonett 

69. tlwavvns vios Lliotwitos ehay avayvoorTys ayias exkdn- 
Tas 

70. <Azro\A@vos o mpoyeypaupevos eleuny thy mapovcay 
Tpacwy 


71, Kat otovyes wor TavTa Ta eyypapple|va ws TpoKetract 

72, tAupnd\ia Map@a @uyarnp Zovpoutos ex wntpos Loudiag 
N Tpoyeypappevn 

73. eGeuny Thy Tapovocay mpacw Kat ocTovyer mol apa 
Iwavynyv Tov eu“ov viov 


L ll 
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74. wavTa Ta eyyeypaumeva ws mpoxerras TPAG LaBwos 
Apoirtov avtnGeis Tap avTns 
75. vreypaa virep avTns ypaypata pn edvins TTPAs 


Apioroparns ron vos Tov THS paxap/ 

76. povnuns [. .] Godwpov paptupw Tn TWapoven mpacet artnOes 
Tapa Tov Oepwevovt 

77. t@eodoci0s vios Tewpyiov paptup ty twalpjoven mpace 


aitnGes Tapa tov Gepevt 

78. T®Ag Tlaap ava Acov mp/.. paprul[pa] rn mapoven 
mpace. aitnOes Tapa Tov Gewevar 

79. +KupedXros Iamvovdiov ehays Siaxsg paptupw tn mpacer 
Kat aiTnow tev Oenevwrt 

80. t+PAg Adous vos Llaviov paptrupw tyde tn Tpace ef 
aitnoews Tov Oewevwyt 

81. dc evov Hpaxdecdov eypadnt 


Notes on No. 1. 


land 2. These lines, as the space left in the papyrus between 
ll. 2 and 3 shows, belong to the introduction. It is doubtful how 
many lines are lost before 1, but as ev ovowar: x.7.A. only requires 
one line (see line 67), it is not necessary to suppose the loss of more 
than one. «a p{: the usual formula, when expressed in full, con- 
tinues after ev ovopatt x.7.X., Kat THS Seorow|s nuwv THs GeotoKov Kat 
acrapevov Mapias kat wavrwv tev aywwv Baoeus «.7.A., but if pf... 
be the beginning of the name Mapuas, the order is not the ordinary 
one. 

9. We should expect the date to follow the mention of the 
emperor, as is the rule in law documents of the Byzantine period, 
see Justinian Novella 47. But in line 68 the date is given: cf. the 
custom in the first 3 centuries A.p. of putting the date at the end. 
So perhaps it was not given here, Possibly the younger Heraclius 
was mentioned, as in line 19, 

3 and 4. These lines can be restored with tolerable certainty 
from the signatures at the end of the papyrus. 

5. Probably oppwpevor amo rys......kwyns (or modews) vu be 
ryv ouxnot exovres ev Aro\Awvos avw rode. For this formula see Dr 
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Wessely’s account of the Paris Fayum papyri in Denkschr, 
Akad. in Wien, Bd. xxxvn. p. 115. 

6. mapeyovres «.7.A.; a common formula, Of, Par, pep a 
line 7, and 21", line 4; but the continuation of it there does not 
suit what is left of lines 7 and 8 here. 

9. amapaBarw. Of, |. 64. Probably nothing is lost after rpacet, 
a space being left before the names of the buyers. 

10, The name of the place where Aurelius Victor lived has 
probably dropped out, as appears from azo rys avrys woA\ews in the 
next line. rovro for rovrov, cf. 1. 13. 

11. Hpaedos should be Hpaaé, see 1. 22. The declension of 
the proper names in these papyri abounds in mistakes. 

12, xaup/ = xarpewv. 

13. Mapéys should be Map6a. 

17. mpos 8 ts ayus....cpada. Se=re. § and + are not in- 
frequently confused in papyri of this date. There is a mixture of 
two constructions after erwuocapefa (1) the accusative, (2) zpos with 
the genitive. 

19, @®A’A' =PdAaovwy. Cf 1. 9 AvpyAcous. The younger Hera- 
clius is not usually mentioned together with his father, but see a 
fragment at Berlin, quoted by Dr Magirus in Wiener Studien vit. 
97. 

20. Nicetas. On the importance of this mention of him for 
deciding the date of the papyrus, see above. 

27, aepos seems here to mean the “ area, 

28. Tow wp. A parallel to such a collocation of consonants 
at the beginning of a name is Toeupevet in Pap, Par. No, 9. (Notices 
et Extraits xvi. 2.) It is just possible the second letter is o, 

29. avakoyia= “share.” ameooov: a structure supporting the 
arch ; see Strabo xvi. 5. 

33. Perhaps [mle pcjeov. cf. vrapyxor.....xac mepieAfoy in the 
two papyri published by Professor Sayce in the Revue des études 
grecques ; or possibly eieAov should be read, 

34, In 73 Iwavyy is used for the genitive. 

36. 7 Kupov.... 7 Bevenu: + is found in abbreviated documents 
for rov, and apparently it has that meaning here, though proper 
names do not elsewhere in these papyri have the article, and this 
papyrus is remarkably free from abbreviations. 

41, -ye/ x.7.A. = yu(verac) xp(voov) vo(micpa) 19. >; this sign for 2 
occurs also in No. 2, line 4. It seems to be new. Dr Wessely (1. c. 





nN 
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No, xxXvilt.) quotes y as a sign for § and pap. Brit, Mus, No. 119, 
line 42, has o for the same fraction. The two short strokes below 
the line appear to belong to the a not to the fraction. povg = povov. 

43. aAnpnaw for mAnpet. 

67. ayo =ayov. Cf. No, 3 passim. 

69. «Aax=ehayioros, This and the two following lines are 
written in rough uncials. 

70. aywas exxAyowss AroA\wvos. We should have expected 
moAews to be expressed, but the town is spoken of simply as “Apollo.” 
Cf. fuyw AmoA)wvos. 

74. PAg = SAaovios. ron) = ToArys. paxap/ = paxaptas, 

76. Perhaps [I1v]@o8upov, but the @ is doubtful. 

77. Ocyevt. The final -owv is left out for want of space. 

78. p/, if this be the correct reading,=mpeoBvrepos. The next 
two letters look like a @ oro and p. The stroke after rp may be an ., 
so that the whole possibly forms a proper name. The faded ink 
adds to the difficulty. 

79. edayg dtaxg = eAay(urros) Stax(oves). Kat” = kara. 


No. 2. 


| bei Fe, ay kabws nets ot atrodouevor o|tlolulalr[e varn])- 

ylolplevoa]ule|y runs 
TNS Wpos adAnArous cupTredwr|nulevns Kat cuvaperacns 

peratu 

3. nuov apdotepar emt BeBatw xale aluetafero Aoyw 
xpucou Soxtuou 

4, vowicpatwov teccapwyv Siporpov Cuyw AmroAdwvos yi/ xp/ 
vy’ > Movs nvirep 

5. TeAeav Tiny avtols arecynkapev Tap v“wy TwY wrov- 
pevov 

6. aro yeupos eis yeipas nuwy e€ o1xov vuwy apiOuw Kar 
oTaGuw WANpEL Kat 

7. BeBatwooper tipw tyvde thy Tpaci Kat THY vopny Tracy 
BeBatwoes 

8. da TayTos amo TavTos Tov eméeXevoopevou n avTitroln- 
comevou Tov be 

9. emehevoopevoy » aVvTLTOLnTOMEevoY Tapaypnua nels ot 
TET Pa@xOT é€¢ 
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29. nuwv [«]A[mpovoluwy eb w nas [......]¢ vue y ToT 
axkupov eval Kat 

30. avicy[vlpov an[...... .« lQmerpny Kat ert TovTwW wpyo- 
Noynoaper Tt 


Notes on No, 2. 


1. Cf. No, 1, line 38, from which I have filled up the lacunae 
here. As far as line 27, No. 2 closely resembles No. 1, though the 
order of some of the formulae is different. 

4, ye) «7.A, = ye(verar) xp(veov) vo(piopara) 43. Cf. note on No, 1, 
line 41. povg = povov. 


14, avonoSous = avoixodope( ww), 
18. alvrojreAeoat. Cf. No. 3, line 33, avroreAcon deomrorass. 


22. cuepop/ = enpepope(vurr), 

23. The lacuna is filled up from No. 1, line 62, The first evar 
here is superfluous. 

27 sqq. Usually the formula es ra mpoyeypappeva x.7.A. is fol- 
lowed immediately by the signatures. I have been unable to find 
any parallel to the present passage. The last four lines of this 
papyrus, which is made up of more than 50 pieces, are very frag- 
mentary, and in some places have been rubbed. 


No. 3. Brit. Mus. No. 211. 


Pts ... BNN Hpaxreov] 


1. [xa]e Hpaxdevo veov Kwvorar[tivov tev aiwrviwy avyouc- 
Tea] 
2. avToxpatopwy wempaxevat on|pepov cot Tw T]ployeypap- 
peva Zayapia) 
3. xatTa thnvde Thy eyypahov wiak|nly acharelay xat 


caTayeypapnKevat| 

4, @viaxw vow Kat TANpEecTaTw travTt Seotrote[ias Sixaw 
er acwovia| 

5. Katoyn amo tov vuy ems tov e€&ns Kat aelt atravta dun- 
vexn ‘ypovor | 


6. To avnxov xat Siahepoy Tov avTov ayio povacrnpi[ov] 
Tapa] 





‘+ 


43, 


+4. 
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orxtas THS pakaptas Tayvpias amo ebadov aypt aepos 
Kat TlavTev Tov] 

KOWOVLLaL@Y TOTOV Kat THS Eeloodov Kat eFodouv Kat 
avodo[u Kat caQodov] 

KATQ TO Q@UTO TPLTOY Epos KpaTELY Kat KUpLevELY Kat 
deorotely xara wav] 

Seomotetas avadatperov Sixavov Kat oixery kat Siorcew 
[Kar petacynuatiterr | 

KQL OLKOOOMELY KAL AVOLKOOOMELY KaL ExYwpELW Kat Trapa- 
yopely Kar expstobovy] 

Kat evadraTTEW Kal T@dEW Kat YapicacOaL KaL TeKVOLS 
peraci[Sovat Kat KANpovomors | 

katadkyravew Kat Siadoyous Kat StaxaTows Kat Tavra 
am ws even mpatrevv | 

€T AUT@ Oa Vvo“oL ETLTpETOVEL ToOLs auTOTEAECL SEeotro- 
Tais [Kupiws Kat] 

aveTik@duT@s Kat BeBawwow cot TavTnY THY Tpacw 
[kas atrocoBncw] 

dua TavtTos amo wavTos TO emeXevoomevo” n avTiTroLn- 
a[ouevou tov be] 

eTeLEVTOMEVOY 4 aPYTLTOLNTOMEVOY Tapaypnua eyw oO 
m[e€MPaKw@S ...... ] 

n KQL TayTas TovS MeT €“oOU OLKOVOUNCaYTwWY eKoTHTw 
[Mau exdixnoa| 

Kat aTocoSnow Kat xalapotromncw tavTny Tv [7r|placww 
LOLots pov} 

avaropact Kat KivOvYM KaTa ToV Tept Wpacews Kat 
BeBaltwoews vopov] 

e de acbevnoowums rept THY exducnow Kar xalaporroun- 
[ow TavtTns T7s] 

MPATEWS ETOLLMS EYwW Tapacyew cot THY eyxer|ple[v]n[y 
Tysny ev Suro] 

kat ec TLS av havens avadwoas ets Te didoKadtav Kat 
e[Tepav emimedecav | 

Kat avta ev Surdn ToroTnts peta Kat Tov pndev coyverv 
cata [Twv eupepopevor] 

™ Tapovon mpacer arr ed w avTnY Kal Tay jbeEpos 
alur|n[s] «[vpiay evar ac] 


#2 6 euov | Kupé 
wypever ot da 


= yee ra y Pau a = 


fd ji! i a ml he 
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2. Cf. No, 1, ll. 21 and 22, Zacharias, see 1. 24 below. This, 
papyrus corresponds to line 24 onwards of No. 1, and, from line 19 


=, onwards, to No, 2. Hence most of the lacunae can be filled up, 


nN 


6. Perhaps something more has been lost at the end of the line, 
but it is quite possible that rapa was so written as to fill up the 
space, 

7. amo is unnecessary, but it is found when the phrase recurs in 
line 22. 

8. Perhaps wep: has been lost, or else some phrase like em 
Aavpas ; cf. No. 1, 1, 28, ev rw wiepare rys rodkews emt Aavpas Towbup. 

9. ~at the end of a word after o means v. Of. car” = xara in 
No. 1, 1. 79. | 

10. xotwovistavwv ; the correct spelling is cowwventavwv. 

12, A Pistois is mentioned in No, 1, 1. 69, etc., where he is said 
to be the father of John, the “reader” of the church at Apollo- 
nopolis. But asin line 34 of that papyrus he is spoken of as dead, 
and the papyrus was written in 618 near the beginning of Heraclius’ 
reign, it is not likely that he is the person mentioned here, 

13. Some word expressing “legacy” is required to fill up the 
lacuna. 

15. Some word meaning ‘advantage ” has been lost. 

16. Possibly avAys is the word required to fill up: there is only 
space for a few letters. 

17. avewxrat x.7.A.; the construction as it stands is very abrupt: 
probably es qv, referring to one of the pvpar Sypocra, has been acci- 
dentally omitted before avewxrat, Cf. No. 1, 1. 37. 

21. y: this is the ordinary sign for 3 obols, which is here 
transferred to the notation by solidi and xeparua. It may possibly 
mean } or }, but until a paralJel instance turns up, the point cannot 
be decided. Cf. Brit. Mus, No. 27, where F, the symbol for 4 obols, 
appears to be used for 4 xepapia, and no, 99, line 21, where the 
symbol for + obol is used for + xepdriov, At the end of the line avrov 
or eipyevov perhaps should be supplied before rpirov. 

24, This is the only place where more than one buyer is spoken 
of. Cf, 1. 23 rov wrovpevov, and |. 34 BeBawow cor, 

27. Read xowwviprawy torwy. 

32. diaxaros: a slip for duaxaroyors. 

34, [xat arovofyow), Cf. No, 1, |. 52, BeBacouy re Kar arogo- 
Byoew ; but No, 2 in the parallel passage, line 7, has taoy BeBawwoe, 
which is also possible here, 


a th, 


Ai 


oe ee if _—s etme f =a 





A COLLATION OF FROM TWO TO SIX MSS, OF 
THE REVELATION OF ST JOHN. 





[Tux following collations are referred to by Dr C. R. Gregory 
in his Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s Greek Testament (Vol, II. 
Pt 2, Leipzig 1890). The author of them, the late Reverend 
W. H. Simeox, is mentioned on p. 680 in the following terms: 
‘Mors Simcoxii praematura eo magis nobis lugenda est, quod 
Apocalypsis codices hoc consilio pro viribus conferebat, ut eorum 
familias definire posset.’ Unfortunately no notes have been 
found of Mr Simcox’s attempts at the genealogical classification 
of the mss.: but New Testament scholars will welcome the 
publication of the collations themselves. References have been 
inserted to Dr Gregory’s Prolegomena, where some account of 
the mss. will be found; but with this exception the collation 
is printed as nearly as possible in the form in which the author 
left it. Epp.] 
Cod. 68 [= Greg. 68; p. 680] Vaticanus 1904, here called u; 
collated throughout, Le. for i. 11—ii. 20, 
iii. 16—vi, 9, vii. 17—ix, 5, xxi, 18’— 
xxi, 11. 
72 [= Greg. 72; p. 680] Chisianus R. rv. 8, here called 
v; collated for i, 1—iii, 17 tolerably com- 
pletely (but see ii, 20), ii. 18—iv. 11 
hastily, and glanced at in v, 1, 9, 10, vi. 
1, 3, 5, 7, 11, vii. 5—8, viii, 13, xxii. 
14, 21, 
1] am almost certain that this ws. does not contain xx. 1 sqq. Scholz’s 


reputation for accuracy would stand higher than it does, if he had never made 
a worse mistake than to misread xx. 1 for xxi. in transeribing his notes, 
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73 [=Greg. 78; p. 680] Corsinianus ‘1, 
called w; collated t 
ii. 20), broely akin 0028 
122 [= Greg. 151; p. 684] Chisianus 
called w; collated in the pols 


ay . 


way as v. 
152 [= Greg. 152; p. 685] Vaticanus. 70 ere 
Y; collated ted throughout (but see i 


Closely akin to 1. 12. 
154 [=Greg, 154; p. 685] Vaticanus mee 
z; collated for i. 1—iv, 6 hi 


I 1 dca rod dyyédov] 8 ayyédou (sed supersc 
2 ro} @cod] Om. w pr. m., adrod rob Ov 2 he 
Post ede vel eldev + wai ara eiot kal dtiwa x 
eadem + era Taira (quae re vera. verte Asie 
wyZ 3+o0i ante tnpotytesv +£€oTL pat 
4 rod (ante o dy)| Ou a, om. vwys, sed in w supp 'ppletum ¢ 
margine. y superscriptum habet 60 mpc « ku @ | 7 | 
ante o épy. y, sed a m. recenti est suppletum as oti] Ita 
et, ut credo, vy. Sed & tantum a, tay w (sed ve vatuint est 
marging) avTov] Tov Geod w 5 ‘Teeon 2 X pucro 0. 

vy = —ekw*e — dante dpyww y, sed prima fo sse 1 
supplevit  dayarncavtt] ayaravts x Nicer : jo 
vwy, — wal oldoavrs Has 2 (cf. Is. xxviii, 17) aoe) ae 
dpaptiav] avomiav v 6 pas accer cai} 7) 


Nelav: 2, hiv Baciieiayvae +xal ante avta y, wil 
est — Tov aimver wx 7 dvrerac] Bypovrat y 


(post 6Werar)v —ém avrov v 8 A...0] adda... 
a...0y. Devnon notavi — apy Kai TéAos @ oKupies 
6 O¢ vryz, ko 6 bebo wi... WV. ant ¢ nee 
—oante Tapyt. w 9 +6 ante Ten w — xai ante ¢ 
—é tH ante Baor. w ‘Incod Xpicrov (post i yy 
xo wx TH Kadovpevy] cai ev The y bie 7) 
— Xpicrod (in fine versus) w* 10 éyevayny y* at 
pou pavyy] dwviy oricw pov x 11 —*Eyo...é se 
Kai, warez: sed —o tantum ante mparos et ante éoyaros v : 
Gv = tais exer. tals ev “Acig] tais érta éxxAnolas w 


A COLLATION OF M88. OF THE REVELATION. 287 





! eis Qvareipal ev Gvarelpots v, ciao Ovarhpac y capone y* 
dirraderdiay vwy  aodikiay v ww incipit dixeav Kai é 
12 +€xet post éréorp.  edadAnce] eXadoen y, €darn 2B, 
EXaANEL UWWZ 13 tov erra AvyVL@v] TeV Sed wy, TOV 
émTa AUYVIa@Y TOY ypuTdv u — vid] Viov wx, vidy in viw muta- 
tumv mposjevu  paarois| paloic wz 14 Aeveai] 
Aevkai Kai v, et puncto inter duo verba insertou dcei]ac u 
Post éprov punctum habet y,+ «al To &vdupa avtov® = —as 
ante drA0F w 15 rddais atirod bom yarna rNiBavo v. Sed 
ejusmodi errores plerumque non notavi 16 éyav] elyev u, 

oy Y avTod yepi] avrod tantum v, yeipl avrod wwyz 
—o ante #ALos w 17 éreca] érecov vw = pos] emi v 
éréOnxe| EOnxe x, EOnxev u = tnv -SeEcav avTov yeipa] THv 
xelpa avTod THY 6. z, at THy Sekray avrod tantum we — por 
uwnyz 18 — Tov ai®verv 2; in y ea excurrunt in mar- 
ginem —apnv vey  &dov kal Tov Gav.) Bavatov Kal Tod 
asovutz 19+ 0p postypavorvuwy vyiverOar)yevéoBar vwz 
20 dv] ods v, oda y ~— ai Err Avyvias as eldes, Era] — 
eldes u, —ai v; Avyvias ai érra w (non repetito érra). 

Il 1— Te ayyéio w "Edecivns| ev eheowm wway (ev 
épe est in rasura) 2: édheciwy v +c ante o xparay u 
+veupi post deFia u év péow] eri v, omittit y, sed ubi 
debuit esse superscriptum est él ra vel rds 2— cov post 
noTov wz  fPactakar vy érreipaow)| émeipacac uy, éré 
(tum in altero versu) paoracasv ack. elvat atootoXous] 
Aéyorrac éavTovs aTroaTONoVE elvar WHWHEYZ avTous| Tovs w 
3 Baer. cal irr, éxyeus, Kal] bropovny éyeo Kal ¢8dotacac ua, 
—xai post éyes tantum w; é8anticac’ (-rtneas v) Kal vr. 
éyers, omisso xal, vy, Baer. nai dia Td dv. pov tr. exes 
KexoTriaxas Kal ov Kéxunnas| Kal KexoTLaxac (oc in « mutato) y, 
Kal KeKOTTLaKEs VU, Kal OVK ExoTidgad UWWEZ 4 °AXN'] adda 
uxz  éyw] éyoav w. Mox idem pro rp@rnp scribit ac” Hv, et 
similiter @ in v. 8 5 rodev] 60ev v exmrémr.| wéTTw- 
Kas ur, pynpoveve...[éx|mémrrwxas omittit w Tayet| Tayv 
uvwy, nec certum habeo de az aliter esse pn (ante pera- 
vonons) in y primo omissum erat, sed a pr. ut credo m. insertum 
7 ots] vobv v= vexa@vti] mixovtse vw hic et v.17 —péow « 

20—2 




















































Wiad es wm rent ceuains 
ante mrwyeiay wy wreyelelsoeee 
TrOVCWT UTWwrYZ + é€x post f i 
Certum habeo é« in ceteris joome "ntov8. 
éavtovs iséai8e elvar w 10ajiw |: i : wv] : 
+8 post ido zz  Badreiv] Sadreiv x, Bddrew u 
ipéiv 6 Bud) e€ dpév 6 8. y (notas a pr. m. er dposi 
f ridiie posien coo, tooo, oa 9 Be 
ipov uwaz = EF ere] EF erax v, éyeras y iv : 
Sevr.] 78 6” Gavat- w (ubi videlicet spatii curam Bs 
13 — ro ante dvowa u nis (ante Spohes\ aaa 
est correctum a m. altera in ¥ Mp 
uvwcyz  ayrTeimas x, avteimas per compendium u e 
videtur, y*  +xal ante 6 pipruc pou u 6 bis 
paptus et ante matds,y —povv + br rao p — 
Too (profecto ex commentario) y —6su  xat. 6 &. 
caTavag KaToLKel Uvwayz 14 —*AXAN’ dyoo...8) SYeLs 
(nempe a catorcei ad exe? transiverat oculus) ad\Ad m <3 : 
habent w év 7@ Baddx] Tov Barak wwaz, Bad es v ade v, é1 | 
Badaap tov Baraaxy Banreiv| Bade sine 1 v, bs 
(sed uno versu fad, altero Aeiv) w ry axie yoel 
15-—rTavu = 6 pre @] opolwo uxz et per compandjantens 
d pice y, iv pice v 16 + ody post peravenroy ti 
om.) 17 dayety aro Tov padvva] Tov Mees ay phy is. : 
amd rod 4. Tod xexp. kal hic om. a, sed post AapBavew ad 
kal Se0w av’Te Tod pavva Tod wexpyupévov 
uowyz. De # non pro certo cognovi 18 6 
Ovateipyn @ +$—avrod prius y 19 xai rw a yp 
Tiv dar. kal m™y niet] Omnino om. ®, Kal THY bynes Kal 
miorw Kat THY Siaxoviay uwyz, Kat THY Sickening 
ayarny kal Thy miotiv Y= — kal ante Ta éoyaTa ur : 
habere credo 20’°A’] dAAa ue ~—S OAdrya] OAKS 


a 
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wi uaz, —drlya bre Gs ¥, — cov OAlya OTL easy ~—S eas] helo waz, 

neque aliter credo 2 +aov post yuvaixa uwz, nihil 
adduntvry leLaBeX wway,ieltBeX vz tv Aéyouoar] 4} Neyer 
pe tewws In w folium finitur ad éav, et desunt omnia usque ad 
me iii 16 = SidaoKew Kai mravacbar) Kai didacKe Kai Tava 
_ rove xz, cal di8acKke Kai Tava vwy. Hos tres etiam credo 
ins rovs habere, ad id non notavi eid. pary.| paryeiv eidwroOura 
p- wayz, v volgatum habere credo 21 petavonon] -ce z 
& éx THs 7. avTis, eal ov peter.] Kai ov Oérec (BéAn @) pe- 
_ Tavojoat éx THs wopvelas avTAS waz,—Kal ov peTevonocer y 
22—éym vueyz  av’tov] aris vas 23 dmexteva w 
24+ eydanterAéywx «ai (ante Aoirols)] Tots vwayz — Ovarr- 
pos vwy kat oitwes| 6o0u w, at oltives (sine kal) vary 
Ba@éaxz Barta] Bardo vwry tpas] nuds x 25 aw 
Hew) avoiEo x 27 ds] kaiv  auvtpiBerar] cvvtpiByce- 
Tai we mwapal aro w 28 aorépay x, mpoivov v. 


-_-|=— > —- 2a 


Ill 1+érra ante mvata wweyz —7Td vwayz ort] 
| Kal ow eta y*, hv v 2 ornpiEov] oriptEwy y*, ornpucoy 
_ @e, THpHToV w Ta Nora] TA wixpa V pédret] Euedrov wy, 
/ Heres v, perAET we, EmedXes Z arrofavety | droBadnXeuv va, atro- 

Badreiy z + yov post Ov waz 3 —xal ijKovcas, kal 
| THper w, at—xal ante THpex tantum ¥ —éri oe primo wy 
_ 4 "Eyers ddiya] "ANN Evers OAtya wz, AXA drdbya Exes v, Kal 
(hoc deletum est) yews oAiya y —xai ante év apd. waz 
a) ot v 5—o windy y ovTos| oVTwS 2 €£ou0A. | 
Omoroynow vwy T prraderdia y, hiraderdéras v (quamvis 
év praecesserit) KAeiOa| KAety ez ~—S« Neiew (prius)] «Areloer 0, 
Krelov w crelec (alterum)] cAelov vy,oKAelwv w Ss avoryer] 
Ita v, avoiyor w. In wz autem totum locum ita legimus: o 
avolyov Kal ovdeis KXEioet aUTHVY, Ef 7) 6 avoiywv' Kai ovdeis 
avoiket 8 jvewypevnvy Kai (ante ovdeis)| fuway +00 
ante pixpav w 9 Side] SiSwmai cor v; est rasura trium 
fere litterarum inter 6¢ et Sms in y = i600 (alterum)] «al vy 
HEwor| HEoves wy*  mporKvyncovety wW, ¥ Vero -waw ex cor- 
rectura pro -ovew habere hic non tam certum est 10 arv- 
pacwou (et multa ejusmodi) v THS olK. OAs] THv olKovpevny 
6Anv v 11 —"Ldod vay 12 — Kai €€w...7rodews TOD cod 
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tum habeo ai] Ita va, @ y cian ta] eiot y, eiow uve 
6+ 0c ante OdrAacoa uwe = reo apa twa] § fda y, baa Téo- 
capaw op0arpav] od0adpois w- —xai ante dmiobev v 
7 10 & ro mpa@rov] To mpa@tov Kdov w —s_ ov] Ita a, sed éyou y 
—Td ante mpdcwroy ux ws avOp.) avOpamov uc — kdov 
post réraptovu = reTomeva uve 8 + Ta ante Téooapa uw, 
sed non vey: y habet 8 xa” éavrd] xabey adtav éotac u, 
xa?’ év avtay wy, xaOev tantum ve _— el yor | éyov we, éxwr y, 
éyer w Punctum post «v«Ao8ev habent wy yéuovra| Ita v, 
yéuouow wey dp0arudv] 6d0armove w et per compendium v 
Aeyouta] Aeyov w, Aéyouvres uvy et per compendium w = ayior 
novies w, sexies (per compendium scriptum) « —o @eds w 
—o ante épyouevor y* ut videtur 9 d@cover] Sdcwor y, 
dao. uve +7éocapa ante Gia u 10 ¢ix. kai récc.] 
eixooitécoapes uve, Kkowy —évwmvoy Tod Kad....rav alover Y 
mpooKuvovat| mpockuyycover uvwe § Bdddover] Ita w et ut 
credo y, sed Badovdor wor 11 Kupie] KE 6 OF Hudy vwy, o 
Kupwog Kal o OG jay o ayo u et pluribus compendiis 
etoi] joay «. Hue usque va aliquatenus collati sunt. 

' V i1-kai ante eldov w — Sarta Dev) Brie Her y, qui punctum 
habet ante éowGev, non post émiabev: éFwbev wow '- 
pro érta w 2+ evante dwvyu éotw ak.) awe tan- 
tum y, akioo éoti ww 3 cdtvato u +dvo post 
ovpavau avde] ove ter u 4—éyoy  wodAXa] odd uw, 
moot ¥ — Kai avayvovat ww 5—av ww: habet y (6 
et altero versu 6 ov) AaBid] 646 y, david u, rod 645 w 
avoiEa|oavoityovu —docarwwy —énTaw 6 — Kai 
idov wy: habet u 8 pro tecodpav y +Kal €v pecw TOU 
Opovev Kal Tav Tecadpav Cowv post Cawv u; sed punctis haec 
dutToypadia notata est éoTnkws pro -xKos y* € pro émrra 
bis y —xai ante odracmovo (sic pr. m.) y of] au 
—énrra tertium y tov @eov rvevpara] mvata tod Ov wy 
Ta ateoT.|] aTooTedAopeva U T—7o BiBriov uwy 8 ei- 
KOC ITEC. | Kb wy érecay y* KiGapas| xi@apay uwy 
eiow ail eiou U 9 ddovc. uwy (-cx bis in fine et in initio 
versuum y*), quamvis in wy vocalis subsequatur dry xcawnyv] 
kawnv wdyv u = TO Ded Hyas] Ita w: judo rd Ged u, —7Td 
Bed v 10 jas] avtolc uvwry Bacire’comer] Baci- 
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Nevoovew uw, Baciietovesy y, Bacirevovew & 11+ ws 
post jeovca u = xuxdobev] KUKAW Uy + avTod post Opo- 
vou W +Kali hv o apiOuoo avTrav pupiades pvpiadov wwy 


12 + Tov ante 7AovTOY u 13 «rijcpa vel fortasse cr#pa y* 
—Toante olp.w  evtiyn)] emi rie yno uy, eriygsw a 
€oT W, boa eoTl. U mavTa|] Kat Tavtas w: y volgatum 


habere credo +xaiante jKovcoau réyorTas] AeyovT@r u 
tov @povov] Ta Opovw u: in y dubitaveris utrum tov Opovev an 
tov @povoy scriptum sit, nisi quod articulus accentum circum- 
flexum habet 148°* pro téccapa y = + To ante apy u 
(non 7) —€lKOgLTéga, UWY éwecov wy — favre... 
aidvey uwwy. 

VI 1—wiay y, duae primae litterae erasae (ita ut nune ‘av 
tantum legeris) in u +émrd ante cdpayidwov u 8” pro 
teccapwv y = ws. f. Bp. "Epyou] ws dovn Bpovrys épyou u, 
sed Epyou ws dav BpovTasi—w  —xai Bree wy, sed Kat 
ide war 2 avre (prius)] avrov uwy 3 tiv deur. opp.] 
Thy chpayioa thy Sevrépay uy  — Kai Brérre vwwry 4+ Kai 
eldov ante kal é&f\Oev u = trupdo uwy =~ a @ (primum)] 
auto uw  _—s ard] ex uw, sed omnino omittit y = —xai ante 
iva w cdatwot| shatwouw uy, catacdakoo. w 5 dre 
HV....9KOVCAa] HKovTa avewyuevna THe yy cbparyio* w TpiTny 
odp.| shpayiba rhv Tpitny u, oppayida THY TpiTHY Y Tpitou| 


yw,T%y  —Kxal PrEre vwy, ide proPdéreux —Kaleldov 
ux: w scribit épyou" Kai ide kai ‘dod, et in ide est rasura  avT@| 
avrov wwy 6+as ante daryvy tera. fwwv] 5 Cwov y* 
7 &~ pro terdprny w —dariv u 8° pro reraprov wy 
Aéyourav] A€yovTos u —xai Br¢ére wy, ide pro BAére wx 
8—Kai ecldov wu = —avrod prius y ax. pet avTtow] nKxo- 
Aovder adTa U autos] avT@ u amoxr. érl TO TET. THS 


ys] ért rd téraptoy Tio yijo. amoxteivar u, emi TO TéTapTov 
pépos Tia yio atokteivac w. y habet idem quod uw, nisi quod 
est una littera erasa post TétapToy 9 In w folium termin- 
atur in verbis cal ore jvorFev, et desunt reliqua usque ad vii 
17 € pro Téewrryny w, e y + Tay avav ante Tav erpay- 
peévov ¥ 10—6 ante adn@ivds w, supra versum habet y 
11 ed66ncav...revxal] é560n 1 éExdorw avTay orodH AevKH w, 











ii 
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€500n avtoto exact oToOX7 AcvKD y et (nisi quod €dmOy avrys) v, 
€560n avtols orod7) AevKN ® avaravowrvTai| dvaTravcovTal Ww 
TAnpocovrat| TWANPwGover W, TANP@TwaL LY, TAIpdcocN ut 
videtur (=TAnp@cwot) v amoxteiverOar| amoxtéver Oar w, 
amoxtavesQat vel -xraiverOar y* 12+x«ai ante Ore 
jvoikac y —idodvwy  +6An post ceAnrN Ww 13 érrecov 
wet excorrecturay Barre] aTmoBd\\ecw —weyadou y* 
+o ante ovp. wy  amey. 5 Buf.*eid.] eiheivero (vel eiduo- 
couev) ws BiBdlov y* eihucoouevov| eiALcooevos WwW 
15 wh. Kat of yur] yAtapyot Kai of wAOVTWL WwW —S_ BvvvaToi] 
icyupoiw —ras ante édrevd. w 16 récarte w. 

VIL 1 eldoy réco.] tov 5 y +xai ante xpatodvras w 
8” pro téccapas ante avéyous w 2 avaBavra| avaPai- 
vovTa wy ahpayida| odhpayidas y 3 dypis ov odpay.] 
aypt cppayiowper Y, dypis av chpayicwpev w 4 Tov ap.]| 
Tov apiOmeav Y 5 Post ‘ovda, d@dexa plene scriptum ha- 
bent wa: sed postea undecies .8’ w, Cum povPip, dodexa 
ponit x, postea 18’: vy semper d@dexa.  ‘PouSnv] povGiu vel 
-Biw wa et ut videtur y, pouBnp v 5—8 A vad usque ad 
iwond novies deest éoppayroevot in wy, in v decies deest, a ya8 
usque ad Sev., in w legimus post fovda dwdexa yursades (es 
compendio) éoppayiopuéevat, tum deest éodp. semper usque ad 
Beviaply. Praeterea desunt Tad, ’Aoip et Neb@adp sed in mar- 
gine suppleti sunt + «al ante éx . aonp et ante éx o. fa- 
Bovrovy pavacn simplici c y 9-—avTrovw éoraTes] 
éoTaTac W TepiBeBrAnpéevor| mepiBeBAnpévous wW, -voie Y 
goivixes|] hoivixac w 10 xpafovres] xpafoucr y, epafovar 
Kpavy7 Kal w Kal, ...yuov| To G6 Huov TH KaOnpévw emi 
Tov Opovov w, Tat O@ Hpyov N. TA KaOnpévw eri TO Apdvar y 
11 éorykecay| eictHKevcay y, elaTHKnoay Ww érecayv y 
TpocwTov| Ta Tpocwra w —7 ante evyap. y* 12 De- 
sunt omnia post prius du7jv in w 13 orodas Tas AevKas] 
NevKAS OTOAGS, W 14+0v postkewy — elaré pot] eirrev w 
orokas avrov alterum] avTas wy 15 + «ai ante dia Todro w 
oKnvecet| KaTacKnvecet W 16 mewdcdow et Supijoow y 
—éri alterumy = —7)cog ovde wav Kava inter duas paginas w, 
Hic prope in commentario est ovdé wy wéon...rav Kkadua, sed 
id in textu non nisi casu omissum videtur. Idem postea bis terve 
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factum est: vid. ad xv. 1, xvi. 7 1 Inch ae 


Vl 1 Epro ¢B8ounv y +xai ante éyévero u 
Opovov ante tod Oeod w 3 76 Bvctacripior] ° 
ornpiov ww \tBavwror) Bator w Bon) 8 
5 70] roy uy et compendio w av7o] avrov ww, a 
paullo ante \iBavwrayr' habet, et éyéuncer). Nescio a 
erasum sit éyévovTo] éyéveTo u $. cal Bp.] B 
doval u 6 & pro érra bis y +o ante % 


scribit 7 —ayyedos u neve, ihre a 
vov)y +évante alpare uw EMOs) Oe Kat 
TO Tpitov THs YAS KaTexayn post ynv w, ‘a 
pr. m., -xay corrector) y. «ai Td tpitov Tis yhs Ke 
etiam u, sed hic «. r. tp. Tay bévdpwr Kar. omittit 
alterum] «ay tantum u* 8 +pyépor post rf 
9 + épos post tpiroy prius u — révantedy ry Saket 
ev 7H Oar. y — StebOapn] SiepOapncav wy 
rasura trium fere litterarum ante tay rorayav 
vdaTav wwy 11 +o ante ay. wu 


fl f= = 
&. a 


+ ae 


eyévero uw = + TeV VddTwy post TpiToy uwy ~ 
avOp. uwy 12 iva oxor6] Kai éoxotiaOn u 


folium terminatur in «ai ») 1, sed alibi invenitur in aes 
uatur pépa py palvn) iva py daivy w, ovK 
13 dryyéhov] Ita wwy: derod ux TeTOMevoU UW 
pavicpate y + tplo post weydAn w ovat bis ti 
Tos KATOLKODGLY] TOUS KaTOLKODYTAaT UL 

IX 2 ds] domep wu = weyadns] earowevnar u In y est 
rasura inter o et 7ALos 2,3 — xarrvow Tov aac Kai éh c 
Tou u* 4 éppéOn ie eppjOn avtoia u = = —povous uw 
— tov Beod wy ra” pEToNTerY 9: Nin Tov onianet Sa 
— avTay wy 5 avtais] avroic y december 
(nisi quod -aw) u: SacavicOncovra y Post pijvas me 
ut credo, deficit w: sed non locum satis clare indicayi y 
mwaicn| ws Stay nécn w 6 ody evprcovcw] ov un eUpaocw 
wy evterac] pevyer y 7 wo ante orépavor in y supra 
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versum scriptum est, sed ut credo a pr. m. 8 —Foav w 
10 —Hv wy n e€oucia avtar] éFovciav w 11 é¢’ av- 
Tov] eT avTav uy Imperitus quidam in y supra rap (sic) 


dyyeXov tio scripsit Saiuova et alibi ejusdemmodi alia, quae 
passim exscribere haud placet "ABaddav] aBBador vel 
aBaadwv, ut in nota ad marginem, y: a8S8adev w Kal év| 
ev Se w Supra a7roAAve@y superscriptum est PGeipwy in y 
12 amnrGev] mapnrAOev w —erey 13 —Teccapeov w: 
habet y +Kxexparydotoo post Kepat. w 14 = pro rw 
y*, ut videtur ds elye] 0 Exov wy Uterque ante haec in- 
terpungit, ita ut scribae “Qui tubam habes” intellexisse 
videntur 8 pro résoapas et pes hic et in v. 15 y 15 7- 
Tolmacpeévot| eros. y* ut videtur, mpontowmacpévor Ww + THv 
ante juépay w = + wépoa post Tpirov w 16 + ray ante 
oTpar. WY dvo0 pup.] Surpupiader — kal ante jxovea 
wy. In y vero aliquid scriptum erat quod nunc celat "H«: non 
credo tamen «ai unquam adfuisse 17 —avrav post o7o- 
patov y* 18 vo] avo y, amo w + rAnyav post 
Tpiav WwW amnextavOncav in y tres ultimas litteras erasas 
habet, ita ut avrexrav@n restet. — €x TOU...€K Topevomevou 
y*: id addidere duae manus (ut saepe factum est) altera supra 
versum, altera in margine —éx ante Tov Kamrvod w: habet 
autem ante Tod @eiou Tov exrop.| T@V €K TropEevopévarv Ww 
(sed wy bis per compendium) 19 ai yap...ciow] 7 yap 
éfovcia Tav immwv, év TH GTOWATL aUT@Y egTL Kal ev Tair 
ovpaic avtav w: “H (hoe in litura) ydp éfoucla airdy. év 
TOL OTOMATL AUVTOV eaTiV. Y 20 ove (ante perev.)] ov w 
+ra ante eidwra wy —Ta ante AiGwa w Suvarat] 
Suvaytau wy 21 KrAeupator] KAumaToY wW 

X1-adrk9ovw — ipis] ipww + avTod post Kedadas y 
— Kai TO TWpdcwTor...m7obes avToU y* 2 BiBrap.| BuBrX- 
Sapiov w = THY Oar.) THS Oaracaons w THY YAjv] THS Yhs wy 
3 —Eéxpatev..,xal bre y* ai Ewta] ¢ (omisso ai) y 4 dre] 
boa WwW —Tas dwras éEavTav wy HMENAOV ¥ — pou wy 
f pro érra y pa) Tata yparys] meta TavTa ypddew y et 
percompendiaw 5 + 7nv de€iadv post avrod w 6 — Tay 
aidvev ¥ —xai THv yiv Kal Ta év avTi y, at w post ovpa. 
habet «ai thy yiv cal ra év avrois (sequitur cai thy Gan. 






















































- 


_ oie toras Eri) odedrs tort tay 
wy f pro é88.y —_wéddr] ais 
yédtoe] In y est unius litterae rasura in € 


gatow ois éavT....mpopyrais] ros bred 8 
rag y ubi rovs addiderunt duae manus, quarum ur na for 
prima: rois air Bothous rods mpabrras sine d ka 
multis compendiis, w 8 Aadodca] d av yo 
youca] héyoucav y —BBap.] Budiey w - 
w + Tod ante dyyédou wy 9 BiPrapeldior y, B 
Ripon w A baal post mpoprr.ww +e anted 
+ émi ante yAwdooas ss 
XI 1 Adyor] Kai 1) dav hahare w "Evyetpac] | YyeUf 
2 écwler] éEwbev w é&w] eEwbev wy Tpnons| pe 
car Ww pS’ pro reac. S00 wy 3 mpodr mre ye ra Ww 
ao E pro yr. duax. EF. w sr epuBeBANpEvor] Tre ) 
4—djaiaxkaly + aiante dvo rvx. w ein 
5 Oéry] Oérer wy —sasdrods BéAn adux.] wits 
exer w: Oédrex etiam y, qui ante haec #ris pro 
pr. ™. 6 Apéxn.. basis ters Booey 
Tpopntelac avTay wy —avTa y 
7 Srav) ore y* TodEMoV meT altar] far » aor 
w —xal droxrevel adrovs y: sed arroxrelver pies 
8 4+ dace: post Ta TrM@paTa avTdy W = + THs ante wy 
+ atada post peyadno w nuav| avTav wy 98 Br LE J 
prarouew wy —xal ante huiou y rTapata al 
rum] c@para wy*, sed prima fortasse manus arrester 
agija] dblovoi w, adiovew y —yuxiuara] pif wy 10 
TAS yas (prius)] Ty yyw —- xapodiow]) yaipovew bed 
évw evdpavé.) evppaivovrat wy mwéprrovew| 7 
y, Wéwrrovow W ll —ras y* hy. Kal a ral 
nuépag Ww — €« rob Ov y*, nal pro ex w em a LU" 
avrova y: sed adtoic y*, omisso fortasse eis. avrois s 
péyas errecev] méyas erémecev y, érémete wéyas W 
kovoav doviv weyadny] jKovca davis peydrAno wy 
gay] Aeyovons wy = — TH W 13 dpq] imépgw eye 
vovTo, Kai] yevomevor W 14 amijd\Gev| wap7dGev we 
oval 7 Tp.] 7 TpiTn oval w 15 ¢Bd0c pro -omos % , 
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"Eyévovto...tod Xpictad avrov| eyévero 1 Bacireia Tod Kb 
joy lo Xv w. y volgatum habet nisi quod —a/: sunt autem 
rasurae trium fortasse litterarum ante et post yuay Pact- 
Aevoer] Bacirever w 16 «xd pro elx. Kai tTéoo. WY — 
ante everioy ¥ emegov Ww et Corr. ¥ 17 + per post 
Ge w —kxaio épy. y 18 Bis scriptum est, et in calce 
unius paginae et in vertice alterius, cai 7AGev 7) opyn cov Kai o 
Kaipos Tav vexpdv: et hoc quidem non incuria, sed quia ita 
cum commentario cohaeret. Confer tamen ad vil. 16 —xai 


ante toils PoP. wy —xai ante d:apGetpar w 19 ¢. xai 
Bp.] Bpovrat cai davai w 

XIT1i-yy iwd catw duobus accentibus w + 80’ 
ante cotépov w — S@bexa] 18’ w, Sexadvo y 3 Est in y 
unius litterae rasura post dAAo = rupoe simplici pwy  ¢ pro 
émTa priore ¥ Képata déxa] bea Kepata w vad, err. | 
érTa diadnpara Ww, dtadiuara (in pr. m.) tantum y 4 —Toi 
ovpavov y = ta TnKev Y/*, KaTEdayn W 5 dppeva] dpoeva y 
—evy  —avTasw  +mpdsante rcv Opdvor w 6 + €xer 
Tov post yer w amro|vuTaw ag&: pro yin. dian. €&. w 


7 In y ante avrod prius, tertia manus pet inseruit. Et hoc 
quidem fier potest ut ita legendum censuerit: sed id rem in 
dubium vocat, quod hic et alibi (vid. ad ix. 11) haec manus 
insulsa quaedam superscripsit: cum quibus hic totus locus 
legeretur 0 upyay. miryand Kai oi ayvot aryyedot of eT avTod 
émoNunoay Kata] ToAcuAoaL pera wy: in y autem est rasura 
ante moAe., ubi Tod potuit scriptum esse 8 otte] ovde w. 
In y est unius vel duarum litterarum rasura post to7roc eup. 
aut.| avtay evpéOn w —érs wy* 9 o ante apyaiog 
est supra versum in y, sed ut credo a pr. m. —o ante 
caTavao w, quamvis in commentario sit e¢ d¢ seta Tod adpApov 
Keirat 6 catavao «7... In y est duaBoror. Kai 6 Caravac 
— per avrod éBrAnOncav w, — wet avTod y 10 Ante pe- 
yaAnv in y est erasum €x ToD Aéyovoay ev TH ovp.] ev TO 
oipava Aeyoucay wy ~— kaTeBX,] EBANOn w avT@v] avTovs ¥ 


et per compendium w  — ev ante nuépac wy 11 dua 
(ante tov Adyov)] peta w 12 —Tois KaTotxotor wy 
bpas| nuado. oy 13 Aris] cites w 14 + aiante dvo 


wy mwérntat| wévTatar w, weTeTac ub videtur y*, méreTas vel 
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fortasse mérarai y° —eis TH dem 
comm. Tpegnrat y 15 é8anrev] éf 
..aUTOD] ex TOO cTOmaToT vio drew om 
y ita conturbatus est foliorum ordo, ut hie i ir 
legatur xiv. 18—xv. 1 él rod aupédc... 
in commentario est), Et per reliquum ibram 
que quaternione folia prave ordinata sunt: 
| TavTnv] avtiy w 17 rod ‘Inc. Xp.] Nil nisi 
| XIII 1 éyov...5éea] éyov xépata béxa kai K 
yer chiara Sika kids Fy eg 
prima fortasse manus jv buovov] — hv y | bpou 
sis “re + divayw ante é€ovclay w, sed punctis 
S — eldov wy + éx ante trav Ked. we . 
Spader 7? Spaxovtt wy Os. EOwxKev] OTe pany 
Thy wy te Onpip| to Onpiovw —xai eet! 
+ «ai ante rio wy 5 In y est aliquid erasum an 
Bracdnpias] S\dognya wy uf proteaa. Siow 
5. avt@ WOX....avTovs ¥: neque ea videtur agnoscere cc 
tarius 7oAepov Tonos] Toijoas TOAEMOY W + wal ae 
post hurry w 8alrdlaivtivw = Ta évipara] v8 
4 BiPr@] 7H BiBrio wy +700 ante — ry pln wy 7 
—aixyp. cuvayer w, + eio ante aiyp. prins ot mot <2 
aiyu. Uardryet y — dwoxrevei] drroxreiver w sid ¢ “ hv W 
11 — ws dpaxwv w: quod vix casu factum credo (qua <a 
agnoscat commentarius) quia versus non expletus e st n 
2 agg 12 rod] avrotv ws kat. €v avira] ty aegis 
Kovytea Wy = =13 Kal wip Tron | év wAaVN ToL Tp W pr 7 ap iB. 
éx Tod ovpavoi| éx Tod ovpavod xataBaivew w 14 6] de wy 
15 —ia cai Aadyjon 4 elxwav Tod Onpiov w 7 
moinoe. W Tv eikoval TH eikove W 
16 dwcy] Sdow y, Sdowow w —avrav post p 
17 — «al ante iva pntis w Sivyntau] dvvarac nie 
éyov in y nescio utrum a pr. m. sit necne —7 a 
dvona wy 18—7dv ante vooyvw +éoTw ante f= 
XIV 1 +70 ante apviov w éaTnkos| éoTds w, % 
éx. TETO.. téoo.] pd w, pud y. Idem quoque in v. 3 
évoua avtov Kal post éyovoas wy 2 —€x TH 
as doviy y, at — Kal ds d. Bp. mey.w + as ante Ki 
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w 4 —ciow ante oi aod. y  —brrov| bron w 5 bo- 
Aos] Yreddos wy eiow...Qe00] eiou~:~ tantum w, elolv. y 
6 —adXov y TeTomevoy W evayyedicat] epydmevov 
evayyericacbar w + rode xaOnpévove ante Tods KaToux. y 
7 Aéyovta] Aeyor wy Te ToincayTt] a’rdv, Toy ToujcayTa WwW 
Gddaccay] tiv Oadaccav w, Baraccac ¥ 8 + devrepos 
post dyyehos wy —érece w: y alterum éecer erasum habet 
—1 Toks WY —6ri w +s post avris w wavTa 
éOvn| mavra ta 2bvn y, Ta EOvn TavTa w 9 Tpitos aryrye- 


Aos] dAXoe dyyedoo Tpitog w, ddXoc ayyedoo tantum y TO 
0. wp.) wporxuve’ To Onpiov wy 10 In y est rasura post 60 
Tov ay. ayy.| ayyéXov aylov y 11 avaf....aidver] eic 
aidva aidvos avaBaiver w, cic aidva aimvev avaBaiver y 
TO @npiov] tae Onpiov y*, Tat Onpiw y° 12 *O6e (prius)] 
“Héé 7) w (sed mox ade) +7 ante vrop. ¥ — Tov @eod y 
+ xpiotov post ‘Tu w 13 dapti] . amd aprt. (n. b, puncta) 
Ww avatavcwrvTat] avaTavcovTaty | —avTayr post épya y 
14 vedérnv] cedar w Kabnp....vi@] KaOypevov Gmocov 
viov w éyov] éxovTa w THs Ked.| THY Kehadryny w 
ofv|] ofvv w 15 vaovd] ovpavod wy pey. b.] dary 
peyadn wy THs ved.| THY vepedXny Ww —To Op, cov xal 
Gépioov w HAGE cot) HAO cov y, HAGev tantum w 
—Tovuwy 16 éGepicOn] eEnpavOn w Venimus iterum ad 
locum (cf. ad xii. 15) ubi conturbatus est in y foliorum ordo, 
Nempe ita legendus est codex: fol. 208, 200, 211, 212, 213, 
214, 215, 216, 209, 210, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 217, 218, 
227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 282, 225, 226, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 
240, 233, 234, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 241, 248, 249, 250. 
Habet autem fol. 210 notam KH et 218 K@: ceterae ejusmodi 


notae praescissae sunt 18 BSorpvas] Borpuc w + THs 
aptréXou post Borp. wy 19 +Hv ante Anvoy] tov y° Ta 
peyadnv] Tov péeyav y. v in weéyav vix legi potest, sed non 
credo consulto erasum fuisse 20 amo...€£a,] aX pro xin. 
é£a, y, aTrosadiav ays w 

XV 1°‘¢ pro érra bis y TAnyas ental érta mAnyas w 


— €syatas...rod Meod (inter duas paginas) w. Cf. ad vii. 16. 
Duobus versibus paene integris opus esset ut haec adderentur 
2 y° bis Jad. in ver. volt mutare +x«ai ante é« Tod apiOpod 
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eS a aeietares Sita +0 ap 2 
Si axig Me i ¥ laleason ecsi nol eat 


scriptum 5 — idod wy 0°F pr én 
et accentum (quos jam abhinc plerumque adesse 
in priore libri parte) non a pr. nn aa eee “tal 
y  —kal ante Aapmpdv wy epi] él w, 0 
7—wwy ‘Eproérrdbisy  —rTodanted poi Dw 
@eov inter duas paginas, ut vii. 16, xv. 1. Sed h 
potuit, ut Avpod rod EdvToo «.7.A. consulto s 
8 ¢ pro émra priore y ~ ered ante pga 
supra versum rasura, ubi fieri potest ut F insectars i a 
nune superscriptum est tantum dycor, ab inepto illo qui 
arytot et of Tovnpol supra vocem ayyeXor intulit, 
XVI 1 in w incipit sine puncto, nedum fj 
pro érrd y —xal ante éxyéare (ita w) “aie 
—Too @cod y eis] emt w 2 + dyyedos post 
Tovs TH el. avTOD mp.| mpookvvobytac TH elKovt oirab: 
Thy eixova avTod:— y 3 — és wy + ra post aréO PK 
sed év tH Oaraoon' améBavev: pro am. ws +5 2 “ 
ante Tas myyas w 5—Kupiewy —xal ante 283 
6 yap eioc] eiciv: ~~ tantum wy 7 —dddov ex & 
tantum y 8 5 pro réraptos y 9 Kaipa pé 


part peydhkow +77 ante éFovciar y idee 
érxoT@pévn| oKoTiopéevn W = wa @yTO W 11-2 
TOY EAK@V Y i ‘S°C pro Extos y — Tov ates 


—avrTov ¥ dvaro tantum y: et quamquam nota qua 
super ipriou, intelligere nequeas utrum -Ajjs an Sao 
13 + Kai €x tov Spaxor7 post dpaxovTos w inet 
r* addit y #§—6p. Batp. y: axd@apta:— est in Se 
In commentario Andreae y habet éovxora Barp. Pro %, 
habet as Bdtpayor éxrropevOevta w 14 Saypsveor] It 
compendium w éxrropeverOai] Ita w. Credo y ‘a 
duobus locis cum Stephano consentire —ris vis | 
—Kai THs (ante oixoupevns) ¥ +rov ante modkenov yu 
15 avrot] éavrod y Préra@ar] BrCrover wy —- 16 “Ap- 
payeddov] appayeddy:— y, waryedov :— — w 17 € pro €8So- 
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posy amo prius}éey  —Tod vaov wy 18 ¢. cal Bp. 
kal aotp.| dorparai cai pwvai Kal Spovtat w, aotparrai Kat 
Bpovrai tantum y, quamvis ibi quoque Andreae commentarius 
eundem habeat ordinem quem w —oi ante av@pwrot wy 
19 érecay wy* éuvy- habet w in fine versus, neque addi- 


tum est -c8) + 7od ante dodvar w 20 + «ai post dpn w 
21 +7 ante peyddn w Tavaytiaia| TaXavtia w, procul 


dubio per incuriam él tovds| mpos (compendio) w +67¢ 
peyadyno ante OTe weydAn éotiv w aurijs| airy w. 

XVII 1—e&e w ~~ s € pro érra bis y ~—s tap 08. TOY 7.) 
vddtev ToAAaY wy 2 é« Tod olvov...of Kat. THY yhv.] ot 
KaTotxoovTes THy yhv ex Tod olvov Ths wopvelax avTic wy 
3 we] pou w éyov] éywv y*. Mox € pro éra idem 47) 
(ante epipeB.)] Hv wy  mophvpa Kai KoKxivm, Kal Kexp.] 
mopobupav Kal KOKKWoY Keypvom@pern WY axalaptnros| Ta 
axaapta Tis W, Ta axaSapta Ta THO Y 6—«al €x rod 
aipatos Tév w (ita ut stet Tdv ayiwvy paptipev) —'Incod y 
7+ xal ante Tod Eyovtas wy C pro érra y 8+ 7o ante 
Onpiov w,+Kal To y eri ro BiPdiov THs] év BiBrAwo w 
Brérrovtes] BXerovTwy w (per compendium) y 4, re] dtu w 
calmep éativ.] kal wapeotw Y, K TaperTe W 9 ade] ‘O dé 
(non nisi per incuriam, cum ‘O 6é...codiav totum expleat 
paragraphum) Spn eialv érra] érra ( y) dpn eicly wy 
9, 10 «a@nrac er’ avtav. xai|] cantar. kcal ém’ aito w 
10 Novo paragrapho repetitum est Kai Bacideio érrra eiow 
in wy —xal ante o els wy 12 y haesitasse videtur 
utrum 4A)’ an plene aAA* scribenda esset AapuS. peta Tod 
0.) pera Tov Onplov NawBavovew w 13 éavrey] avray wy 
Siadidm@covew| Swcovow w, didcacw ¥ 14+ée7e post 
Bacitiéov w ~—s al (ante éxr.)] OTe ¥ €xX. Kal Toro. | 
TiaTo. Kat éxdexTol Ww 16 eri] cai wy = utrjovar] 
pigovet WS epnmapevny wy Kal yuerny y = KaTa- 
Kave.| Kavcovow Y 17 In y est unius litterae rasura ante 
@F  —airdyv post Sacirciav w TekecOh Ta pyuata| Te- 
AecOncovTat of Noryor Wy. 

XVIII 1 + adXdovr post eidov y 2-—evy loxvi, pwvi 
peyarn,| toxupa hovi. weyadne y, sed iayupa dovy tantum w 
— Kai dvr. 1. dpv. axad, wy, ita ut cal peusonpuevov statim post 
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prius dxaGdprou veniat: 3 rod olvou 700 Ou 
Tov olvov wy = = wém@xe] TeToTiKe W 
4—¢Eaitisé6y —xal ante hay 
mr. abr] éx Tov TANyaV adtiic iva ps) B) | 
Tr. avTis y 5 jesotyvar aie nil 
post éxépace (non exépacev) w T—Kal révOos y 
Aétt w, kai y = + OTe ante eaOquas w 8. pi 
Kpierwp post 6 04 w —_xpivws] xpiaa y 9 hate 
KAavoovow WwW 10 éornKores] <The w —<¢ 
11 xralover cai wevO. em aith| Kr. Kai Tr. ep’ é ‘ 
covTat oi év avToig w 12 eai(ante napa] y 
moppupod wy —enpixod y 13+ «ai a 
kwapopov w = Ouwapara] Ovplapa y npn 
immeov] Yarmrov y*, ut videtur 14 sinter « 
Inter vv. 14 et 15 textui inseruntur in w Andreae ve 
spuyas avey «7.» supra E£es arodkavow. Error a iF 
rubro notatus est, sed subsequitur sine puncto ante fi 
ot éwropot «.7.d. 16—Kal réyovres y  Tophupody 
moppupay y —Kai ante Koxcxwov w —xal ean Wall 
épnnodn wy 17 6 dpudos] wAEw W, TOACwY Y ¥ 1’ 7, 18 ; 
éorncav, Kai] éotnkact (~ all) w 18 “parryi y 
Tes wy 18, 19-—Tis opoia.. AeyovTes, W Ls 2 
pwn wy; practerea épnuwty dpa prodparpy.y = 2 7 
oi ante amdcToXot w 21 In yestinter Ai Oov rasur 
litterarum = ws] worel w 22 cadmiorap y 
pas Avyvou...axoveOy év coi ETL W  —aod post & 
gappaxiay 24 aival aipara y. 

XIX 1 ¢dewviv) ws dovisw —peyadrnv wy 
Tos] Aeyovreny W, NeyovTov y= — Kal %) Ton WwW Kupi 
ca] tar Oat y, Tod OU w 2 tiv (ante rete 
versum habet y 3—airijs y 
4 mpecP....Téccapes| Kb mpecBvrepor w, sed ae Be: 
Mox & pro réscapa w 5 tov Geor] to 60 wy" - 
ante of puxpol wy 6 Néyovtas] NeyovTwv (compendio) 
éBac. Kupwos|] ¢Bacirevoev (-xs) y + jay post OS iy 
7 xalp@pev xal ayar, cal Sdper]) yaipoper xai dyad udwen a 
Sdicapev w et (nisi quod aya\v@pev simplici d) ye ire] 
avTovy —av’Tov y éToimacer ¥ 8—xai a 


tes 
se , 
5 
— ae 


Trey ff i 
s _ ilk ail 
: ae i /~_ hy 
J re . 
ib fie 7 > WT 
é = =| - 
7 - * 
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mpov wy  éote Tov ayiwy] THY ayiwy éori. compendiis w, Tar 
ayiov éotiv. plene y 9 Maxapiot oi) paxapioi eiow w 
In y est unius litterae (Nn ut credo) rasura post to —Tod 
yauou wy 10 éreca wy mtTpockuvijcat|] xal mpocexv- 
vnca ws) in. y bis scriptum erat, sed alterum deletum: 
mox «ai rév quoque bis seriptum sed prius deletum + «al 
ante Tay éyovT@Y Y — Tov ante ‘Incod bis wy 11 — xa- 
Aovpevos wy xKpiver| xpwel w: haesitavit y quem accentum 
poneret 12—ws wy 14 éd' immrots AevKois| Epurmrot 
To\Aol Ww Ss evdedupeévou] evdedupévoia y — «ai ante cafa- 
pov w 15 watacon| watakn wy avtos 7. avTods] 
avTova Totwpavel autos W Post Anvoy in y est rasura 
trium fortasse litterarum 16+ avrod post iuariov y* 
—To ante dvoua wy 17—&&a w = Expake| Expate y 
—éyor TeTOMEVvOLT W +T@ ante pecoup, w — Kat 
cuvayecde y, at cuvayOntre (— Kal) w To] Tov w, est rasura 
post ro in y 18 paynrat w*y —Kal odpKas icy. y 
—TravTov ¥ +e post éAevOépwy w 20 peta Tovrov] 
peT avTod w —év ols émAdy...Th eixove avrod w (inter 
duas paginas) éSrOncav] BrAnOncovtar ¥ 21 éxzropev. | 
efeN Govan wy. 

XX 1 Krciba] Kretv w 2—Tov dd wi = éore Sua B. 
kai X.] éorw 6 bidBoroa & 6 Catavac w a pro yiita y; idem 
quoque vv. 3, 4, 5, 7 3 éxNeuwev avrov| ednoge w, EOnoev ¥ 
Ta €Ovn Eri] Eve Ta EOvy W, — ETL Y —Taante yidva (vel a) wy 
4 éxadnoay y* Kpima wiy TO Onpiy] TO Onpiov w THD 
elxova| THL eiKove TO peTw@ToY| TaY meTaTOV W + Tov 
anteyvw —Tawy 6 of de] Kal of wy advéfnoav 
€ws| éfncav dypiwy TerecOy|Itay,reAccoPdoiw 6+xal 
ante paxapiog w Térav|érey  rerecOj] ravredec Oh w, 
érexeoOn y 8+x«ai ante tov Toy w —Tov ante 
Maryaiy a +xai ante cvvay. wy ouvaryaryeiy] cuvaryeiv w 
9—a7d Tov @eov w: y habet é« ante tod Ov et azo ante rod 


ouvvod 10+ ai ante eBAOn w +rTov ante Oeiov w 
+xalt ante ro Onpiov w —els Tos ai. Tov alaver y 
11 adrod] avrép wy —o ante ovpavos w 12 ptixpors 


Kal peyarous] Tols peyadove Kat Tova puixpolo wy  Beoi] 
Opsvou ws vey.’ Kai BiB. aAXo Hv.) HvoixOncay* Kai adro 
21—2 
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Bidiov Hvoiyén w: | ie. “e 
A ro var mer) sons rer roe 


&v avrola w 14 —odrés...0dvaros y 


et 
= bctiks 
‘a be i] 


Bav., 6 Odvaroo Sevrepia éotw 7 Ripyn To 
sine ms & yeyp.] yeypaupévor yi | 
XXI 1 +«al ante ov éorw w 2-6 


eldov post awn toy " jropasieeaei 3 
oe y 4-0 @cdsw ove Eotar ytd 
n y ove est supra versum te: #8] 88 apne 
ei rab Op] &v 8 Opivg canes wal i 8 pO? 
Kawa TavTa Tow] KaWoTTOLa TavTa w, icaiee, © rou ys 
6 Téyove. eyed eius 76 A] Péyova éyo 76 dda w, ye vas we 
Mox 70 ou. 7 wavta| Taira wy av’ hit; 
ards foras pow 6 vids.] abtol écovral por v 
wy: sed in y yor ex correctura pro jas, ut videtur 
8é] toio 8é Seidoio w et (nisi quod SyAoic) y — 
eBber. wy —appaxedor] pappaxoic w, dappa 
Odv.] @avatoc Se'repos w, (eotiv) 6 6° Bavatoo y 
mpés pe] HrOev wy ¢ pro érra w, érrad alterum 0 
suprascriptum est § Tas yeuovoas Tar] Tay Ye a 
‘F pro émrd tertio y 10 —xa) ante invyrdv * a 
drylav] kai dylay wy 11 — cai ante 6 on ee 
est rasura ante A/@w prius —a@s Ado y 12 & eXou 
Te] éyoucu te y, éyovoa tantum w éxoveay] é oe Ye J 
éyovvaw = — kai ante dvopata w B pro iaiece 
murediow y* sedeerasumest Ter viay|todw 
"Awd w+ Kai ante azo due pd w 14 sen he oat yp 
iB pro éddexa primo y ~— ev: avois ovopata tTav Swdex alc ” 
atrév iB dvopata* tév dadexa y et (nisi quod iterum 16) w 
16—Tocodtov dot wy —boovy —Kaiw + ev an 
7G Kaddpo wy ww pro SwSexa y: sequitur rasura 
post alterum quoque pijxoo w. In y punctum est oc 
pijxoc, non ante 17 ppd’ pro éx. Tero. Teco. ua TEC ray 
Kovrateoo. uno accentu w 18 ypuciov calaper) x ff 
xaBapo w = In u incipit folium (ut numcratur in Codie Vi f you 
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cano) 266 ex verbis xafapov" 6pocov (sic pro apoia) tard caapa. 
kal var y* sed superscr.e TO a 19 — typio w + Ao 
post Sevtepor w= xaAnndav] Kapynddy u 20 éur- 
ros x.7.A. per litteras exprimuntur in y, &, ‘6’, °C’, "A «7X. 
capdwvve w oaps.os| capdeiay vu BnpvrXLos w ae- 
Oucos wy 21 16 bis pro 8udexa wy ava els Exacros] Wva 
cia Kal Exactor u =—0 + wo ante €& évoo pap. w  d.adhavys] 
Siavyns uwy 23 «vy avrn|) att tantum wu, avrny wy 
24 «al ra éOvn Tév owl. év TH oti avThs wepiT.| Kal Tep_TaTy- 
cove. ta &Ovn Sia ToD hwrdoe avtio. uw; Kal ta EOvn Tov 
colowéevwv’ Ta. dwti alta weputaticove. Tepl dv dno’, 
Kal wepitaticovar ta eOvy Sia Tod dwroc avtiia y, non dis- 


tinctis videlicet textu et commentario —Kxal Thy Tiny wy 
avtayv| tav ébvev u 25 av\ewver y 27 xowovr| 
kowov uwy —Kalw  oodv|] Tomy u weddos] Wév- 


Sovc u. Mox €in fwo est in rasura, 

XXII 1 w«a@apcy rorapov] worauov Kabapov wy, wotapov 
tantum wu 2 In wwy novus paragraphus incipit ex verbis 
kal Tov or. Kaprovs| xap7ov. y. Est punctum etiam 
post pnva, non post dadexa (EvAov Cwijs rovoiy KapTwov, dwdexa 
KaTa m7Vva.) 6 pro Swdexa w pnva eva éxactov atrobt- 
Sodv] piva Exacrov arodibovc w, piva arrobidove Exacror u 
3 xaravabepa] ratabepa wwy Tu] exet y 5 exe] ere u 
xpeiav ovx éyovot AVyVvoU Kai] Ita y: ypelav ov éyovor daa 
AVyVoU Kal W, ov ypelav ovK Eyovet (OMiIss0 AVyVoV)u PwTds] 
dag wy hotiver] pwr? er’ u, avtoo hotiet ¥ Bact\ev- 
couciv| Bacirevoes w 6 civé] Aeyee u =—Ss In y est rasura 
post oros Adyoi] Aoryor pou u, Aoyor worw Post mieTol, w 
habet tamquam textus partem ws €x tia adAnGelac mpodntevo- 


pevon +Tav Trav ante Tay dyiovu deiEas Trois SovAs] 
S:5aEat Tods SovAove w 7+ «ai ante idod uw 8 Kai 
eyo] Kayo u Prérav taita Kai axovwrv| Brérwv Kal 
dxovwy TavTa wy, axovwv kai Brerav taita u eBrewa] 
eldov w émeca| erecoy W; In y nescio utrum éecov an 
évreca in alterum correctum fuerit po] wou ut videtur ¥ 
9 bpa pn] wy Spa. w, dpa” py uu =O yap uwy )=©) — eal ante 


THY THP. Y 10 odpayions| sppayicat w S7t 0 Katpos] o 
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bay.) apxy nal rédoo. 6 mpdiros kat 6 &oxaroa* ye 


— dayunv wy: habet v et ut credo w. 
























yap katpos w, 0 Katpda yap u 

kal 0 pur. Som: ért] kad 6 putapde pr 
prorsus omittit Sixarobyre | bese: : 
habet 7 in rooedrw in rasura, ubi primo y . “<i : 
esse €4 —Kal o Gyws dy. ére w 12.— wal a pas 
0 TO Epyor] Kata Ta Epya w adrod éorat] éorrat av ee 
tantumnw = 18 éyweipe tO A kai Td0),] eyo 7O a k aie E 
et nonnullis compendiis w: éy@ To aida Kai TO se ope 


obre mpd éuod ote per eue Oo eotw w: 6° 
éoxyator. 7) Ee Pe +u 1 dora & 
7 ovala avray éoras 15 — 8¢ post &fe anuy ov 
mopyvat y a _ giddy Kar Trovdy] 0 mroudy 340 
16 éri] Ita y: & w tod Aafid] Sad sine artic ulo 2 
kal apOp.] 6 mpauos wy, 0 rpoivod ut videtur rae | Y f ue 
épxouv bis uwy édéro, al] épyécOw uwy (om 
AapBavérw 70] AaBErTw (omisso 7d) uw, AaBeiv J 
yap] waptupe éyw uwy +7@ ante axovovT. wu TO. 
Taira, émuOnce| ériOj ém auta. émiOnoeras u, et, n 

-Oei pr. m., y, emOjon em avra émiOnoy w pa drdv] 
ér avtova dca y avrov] alr@w  +éntd anti 
Pr. m., ut videtur, scripserat £ et mox delevit, t 
inseruit + 7@ ante BiB uwy 19 igpi di 
dpeni} y BiBdov THS Tpop. TavTHs| Tod sees 
TavTno y, TOU BiBrlov Tho mpod. tantum u, Tho TP 
BuBrlov trovTovw = adaipncer|] denei wy, dpénes t “ 
hou] tod EvAov uwy —xalante Tav yeyp.uwy +7 
BiPrio uwy 20 — val alterum y. In wu ine erp 
cum sequentibus conjunctum est, in wy cum praecede ng b 
+ xe post iv wy 21 — judy wwy Sudv] rev det view 4 s 
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W. H. SIMCOX. 


ANNOTATIONS ON VALERIUS FLACCUS. 


In an interesting and instructive paper, in Hermathena, vol. 
vill, p. 393, Mr J. B. Bury remarks ‘There is still a wide field 
for emendation in the poem of Valerius,’ This observation, 
with which I entirely agree, may serve as an introduction to the 
following annotations which indeed are in the first instance an 
outcome of his paper. 

Following the order of the books I first touch on 

I 145 sqq. 

fert. grauis inuito uictorem Nestora tergo 
Monychus; ardenti peragit Clanis Actora quercu ; 
nigro Nessus equo fugit, adclinisque tapetis 

in mediis uacuo condit caput Hippasus auro, 


Mr Bury rightly defends the text in 147, 148; but his 
interpretation of it ‘auro is a golden crater which Hippasus 
uses as a helmet’ is not, I think, correct. In his picture of the 
fight between the Lapithae and the Centaurs Valerius follows 
Ovid or draws from the same source. The incidents are the 
same although, not unnaturally, some of the names are different. 
With 1. 145 compare Ov. Met. x11 345 ‘tergoque Bienoris alti | 
insilit [Aegides] haud solito quemquam portare nisi ipsum,’ 
with 146 ib. 271 ‘ecce rapit mediis flagrantem Rhoetus ab 
aris | pruniceum torrem dextraque a parte Charaxi | tempora 
perfringit fuluo protecta capillo” and 342 ‘mittentem stipite 
querno | occupat Aegides,’ with 147 7b. 308 ‘ille etiam metuenti 
uulnera Nesso | ‘ne fuge, ad Herculeos’ inquit ‘seruaberis 
arcus.’ It would appear that the parallel to 148 is to be 
sought in the death of Aphidas 2b. 316 sqq. ‘in tanto fremitu 


























































Settardiste between the two mee the Ie 
scriptions is characteristic’. 
In the next line 
ib, 149 
haec quamquam miranda wiris stupet A 
et secum: ‘heu miseros nostrum ; aiaiee re 


Baehrens proposed ‘nihil’ for ‘uiris, Mr E 
which is easier pelacopraphicaly tx but pi 
‘haec.’ We should write minus. 

ib, 271 . 
omnibus inde me calor additus. 

For inde uiae, the reading of V? and Vat. 1 
Mr Bury rightly approves, compare Pind. Pyth. 4. 184 
mapre:0n yAveiv tyuiéoow mwo0ov évdacer Si | 
“Apyois 7} Tia NetTomevoy Tapa patpl méverv. 


a 


It 235 sqq. 

diras aliae ad fastigia taedas” 

iniciunt adduntque domos, pars ignibus acti 

effugiunt propere sed dura in limina coniunx 
obsidet et uiso repetunt incendia ferro. 


Burmann’s suggestion, repeated by Prof. Ellis in Jo 
Phil. 1x p. 53, ‘Possibly abduntque hide in smoke’, involy 


1 I gee H. Kistlin, Philologus vol. 48. | wine-cup. This fae 
653, compares the same passage, ap- possible, seems to a 
parently however taking ‘condit’ of the the other incidents of the 
sleeping Centaur’s head falling over his Centaurs selected for re 
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hardly admissible ellipse. ‘clauduntque’ is Mr Bury’s proposal, 
and in sense this is right. But the true correction is obdunt- 
que, which I had set down before I was aware it was in the 
margin of the Bologna copy and printed in the Paris edition 
of 1517, For ‘obdere domum’ compare Apuleius Met. 5 9 p, 339. 
ib, 410 sqq. 

illic seruati genitoris conscia sacra 

pressit acu currusque pios; stant saeua pauentum 

agmina dantque locum: uiridi circum horrida tela 

silua tremit; mediis refugit pater anxius umbris, 

pars et frondosae raptus expresserat Idae 

inlustremque fugam pueri. 

On 414 Mr Bury writes ‘ Notwithstanding what Baehrens 
has said, pars may be right though it is rather odd.,., Still 
Valerius might conceivably have written pars expresserat for 
in parte (picturae) expressa sunt.’ Certainly he might, and have 
gone much further if he had chosen, as e.g. Propertius has done 
in describing another representation of art, the doors of Apollo's 
temple 11 31 13 sq. ‘altera deiectos Parnasi vertice Gallos, 
altera maerebat (= maeste expresserat) funera T'antalidos,’ But 
a difficulty still remains; for ‘pars’ is without proper support, 
while ‘et’ is otiose. For ‘et’ haec should be read; ‘haec,’ 
written ‘hec,’ passed to ‘et’ by two of the most common errors 
in Latin manuscripts. ‘haec’ corresponds to ‘illic’ here, as 
‘hie’ to ‘hic’ in a similar scene Virg. A. VI 25, 27. This is 
easy; but it is not easy to say why ‘raptus’ is attacked by 
Eyssenhardt, Baehrens and Mr Bury who respectively propose 
for it ‘saltus, ‘tractus’ and ‘pastus,’ If ‘raptus Idae’ cannot 
mean ‘the rape from Ida,’ what we may ask is the Latin 
genitive to be allowed to express? If it is the plural that is 
attacked, let ‘reditiis’ be denied to Regulus Hor. Carm. 11 5 52, 
It is ‘raptus’ alone which makes ‘fugam pueri’ intelligible, 
otherwise a more appropriate expression for the flying son of 
Daedalus Juv. Sat. 1 54, 

iI 120 sq. 

talis in arma ruit, nec uina dapesque remotae 
statque loco torus in quo omen masere ministri, 
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Prof. Ellis and heediacitber rs 
‘the servants did not move’ aaiearil here ance nue 
than the celebrated automata of Daed east bs 
‘ ministris’, which the latter proposes, ‘ th e servants. 
stand’, is syntactically impossible. a the m 
seems to have come from ‘mansere’, sinistrum 
easy correction. 


ib. 212 sq. 
Musa, sequl, _ 


Mr Bury reads ‘simul (with the edd.) ultima” and 
that ul fell out and that ‘simultima’ was Se 
omnia’, ‘semel’ for ‘simul’ however is quite "as 1 
sion. For ‘omnia’ we should read ‘inwia’ 
could hardly fail to pate into ‘omnia’. Tor the a 
Virg. Aen, Vi 154 ‘sic demum lucos Stygios, me 
uiuis, | adspicies’. -< 

ib, 274 sq. 

tune super exangues consertes caedis aceruos” 
praecipiti plangore ruunt. 

The subject is the unfortunate Cyzi ecorni isin a 
countrymen whom the Minyae have slaughtered tym 
vulgate is ‘confertae’ ; but Mr Bury proposes ‘con 12) (n no 
‘the sharers in the carnage’, in which I can find sae ipp! props 
sense. I take his word however and read consti: 
caedes’ is the same as ‘consortium caedes’; compare Prop. 1 2] 
‘tu qui consortem properas euadere Daal kre sorti 
armis’ Ov. Met. x1 865 (Housman), 

ib. 645 sqq. 

rursum instimulat ducitque fauentes 
magnanimus Calydone satus; potioribus ille 
deteriora fouens semperque inuersa tueri 
durus et haud ullis umquam superabilis aequis 
rectorumue memor ‘non Herculis’ inquit ‘adempti’ 
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The subject is Meleager who is intriguing to induce the 
Minyae to leave Hercules behind. Mr Bury would lop away 
from ‘semperque’ to ‘memor’ as ‘an infelicitous interpolation’ ; 
and it must be admitted that ‘aequis rectorumue’ are not 
tolerable together. But there is no need for the knife if for 
‘rectorumue’ we read ‘actorwmue’. The sense is, Meleager soon 
forgot past services. The corruption was very easy in this 
connexion. factorumue might also be proposed in the sense 
of ‘exploits’ ‘quis facta Herculeae non audit fortia clauae?’ 
Prop. Iv 9 39; but it appears less probable. 


- 
: 
| 
; 


Iv 674 sqq. 
‘sequor o quicumque deorum’ 
Aesonides uel fallié ait praecepsque fragores 
per medios ruit. 


Mr Bury rightly notes that ‘uel fallit’is part of Jason's 
speech ‘I follow whichever of the gods—even deceives me’; but 
the second person fallis should be taken with the Monacensis'. 


V 71 sq. 
iam prora fretum commouerat et iam 
puppe sedens**dimiserat ancora terras. 


For the lost word Mr Bury proposes ‘tandem’ which is 
somewhat weak. An epithet for ‘terras* seems required, which 
has been variously supplied by ‘ tristes’, ‘maestas* and ‘saeuas’, 
diras is more suitable than any of these (Valerius has ‘ dira— 
arua’ in VII 206) and would more easily fall out after ‘sedens’, 
which ends with practically the same letters, as e=a and n=ir. 


VI 256 sqq. 

inpulit aduerso praeceps equus Onchea conto 
nequiquam totis reuocantem uiribus armos 

in latus; accedit sonipes accedit et ipse 

frigidus; arma cadunt, rorat procul ultima cuspis: 
qualem populeae fidentem nexibus umbrae 

si quis auem summi deducat ab aere rami, 


1 Késtlin (Philologus vol. 89 p. 236) sonis required. He makes however the 
has already pointed out that this per- unnecessary change of ‘nec’ for ‘uel’. 
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Ft 


* 


ante manu tacita cui ~ : eS oni’ ru 
illa dolis uiscoque sapek6 var juacl 
inplorat ramos atque dita ae, 


The poet is describing a bins by a 
conti of the Sarmatae. Onche 

which he attempts in vain to pull wp 
pike. The comparison © se 
the fowler is devoid of point unless the h 
the pole. Hence such conjectures as | 
latus adsedit sonipes, adsedit’ and of Mr E tai 
alters ‘rorat’) ‘in latus ecce cadit, sie 
frigidus’ are useless. Baehrens' ‘accepit...a 
far as it goes. But ‘ frigidus’ is absurd; 
before his armour has fallen and while his blood f 
on the weapon which has killed him, I in agin 
beginning of the line has been injured and wu: rs: r | 
and that -idus represents -ibus, the termination 
no objection but rather a confirmation that in 2 4 
‘inpacta latus inter et ilia quercu’; between ut 26 
Valerius uses ‘exanguis’ thrice. If the use a 
requires illustration, Virg. A. 11 242 sq. ‘sed neq 16 ain im 
ullam neque uolnera tergo | accipiunt’ and x 907 ‘ 
iuguloque haud insciws accipit ensem’ may be ce 
regret that Kostlin, whose punctuation I haved t 
withdrawn his approval of Baehrens’ correction, see P 
vol, 39. 35 sqq. and 48. 666. 
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VII 333 sqq. 
haec dicens qua non welocius ulla 
pestiferam toto nequiquam lumine lustrat 
cunctaturque super morituraque colligit iras. 


The frenzied Medea is revolving suicide. Baehr 
‘qua non uelocius herba | pestifera est’ which is too f 
the MS. Mr Bury ‘qua non ulla ocior’ (or ‘qua nil 1 
herbam | pestiferam’ which is still further. They 
however independent witnesses to the appropria 
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__* pestifer’,” I propose ‘qua non uis ocius ulla | pestifera est,’ 
The sense of ‘uis’ is the same as in 355 ‘et qua sibi fida magis 
uis | nulla, Prometheae florem de sanguine fibrae | Caucaseum,’ 
a sentence moreover constructed exactly like our own, 


ib, 504 sqq, 

tum me non tauros iuuet euasisse ferosque 
terrigenas, tum me tectis tua turbet in ipsis 
flamma tuaeque artes; nullus succurrere contra 
ingrato queat et siquid tu saeuius istis 

adicias meque in medio terrore relinquas. 


Jason is invoking curses on himself if unfaithful to Medea. 
In place of ‘tu’, ‘tibi’ is generally accepted from Burmann, 
Mr Bury proposes ‘quis’ or ‘scis.’ ‘tu’ however is quite genuine, 
though one word out of its place; read ‘et tu, siquid saeuius 
istis, | adicias.’ tw is an emphatic climax. ‘Then do you outdo 
your own dread magic and leave me to my terrors.” That a 
Latin writer would not have placed an emphatic pronoun in 
the middle of a si clause to which it did not belong, seems to 
me to be proved by a sentence like Sulpicia’s [Tib.] m1 17 (1v 
11) 4 ‘non aliter tristes euincere morbos | optarim quam te si 
quoque uelle putem’ where to us the emphatic order ‘te si 
quoque’ for ‘si te q.’ seems even a little unnatural. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 


a ae ee ee ee i aw 


1 So also Késtlin Philol. vol. 39.447; pounder of the riddle answer) is a 
who reads ‘qua non uelocius ulla | ‘mors pestifera’? [‘wis ocyor’ I now 
.pestifera est’ and explains ‘ulla’ as see has been conjectured by Heinsius. 
‘mors’! What a ‘pestis mortifera’ It may be that D’Orville’s ‘qua non 
is, we know; but what (let the pro- uelocins ulla | pestis erat’ is right.] 
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 Biwrens in his edition of the A dia Ver 
st of xe fn th dt an 

mss of the National Library at F ne of f 
numbered 7647, the other, written it t. 
17903. Tho variant of the former ase call | 
17908, n. 

Zhe Btesry of the, Excel Geers 
in scl pros oa es ose Se 
Hartel describes this Ms in his Bibliotheca P 
p. 218, and assigns it to cent. XII/XIv. Te di ry 
sto tha i hat Jt ini woe oly or tl 
large number of verses from the Arg ica 
Flaccus (p. 19). I counted 70 lines and —— 
3 TY, ¥, Yh Yas at want of Simo peecnaaaay 
exact note of these. 

Bahrens’ two Paris 2055, I give the former it 

Virgilius in Ethna. Quam iocundum sit sc 
itati operam dare. 

Digna laborantis respondent premia curis 
Scire quot et que sint magno natalia mundo 
Principia et reram dubias exquirere causas 
Solis scire modum et quanto minor orbita Is 
Hse bencior cur bissenes ells peraciet chan 
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THE ESCORIAL EXCERPTS FROM AETNA. 315 
‘7 Annuus ille meet quod [q’] certo sydera currant [233] 


8 Ordine [cett. omissa sunt] | [234] 

9 Scire uices etiam signorum tradita cura est [235] 
10 Nubila cur celo terris denuntiet imbres [236] 
11 Quo cubeat [sic] phebe quo frater palleat igne [237] 
12 Tempora cur uariant anni primaque iuuenta [233] 
13 Ver estate perit cur estas ipsa senescit [239] 
14 Autumpnoque obrepit hiems et in orbe recurrit [240] 
15 <Axem scire helices et tristem nosse cometem [241] 


16 Lucifer unde micet + quaue hesperus- unde boetes [242] 
17 Saturnique stella tenax quae [q] martia pugnax [243] 


18 Quo rapiant naute quo sydere lintea tendant [244] 
19 Scire uias maris et celi predicere cursus [245] 
20 Quo uolet orion quo incubet index [246] 
21 Et quocunque iacent tanto miracula mundo [247] 
22 Non digesta pati nee aceruo condita rerum [248] 
23 Sed manifesta notis certa disponere sede _ [249] 
24 Singula diuina est animi ac iocunda uoluntas [250] 
25 Non oculis solum pecudum miranda uidere [224] 


26 More nec effusis in humum graue pascere corpus [225] 


Conquestio quod maiorem demus operam augende pecunie 
quam scientie. 


27 Torquemur miseri inprimis premimurque labore [257] 
28 Vt sese pretio red'mant rerumque [sic] professe [258] 
29 Turpe silent artes uiles inopesque relicte [259] 
30 Torquentur flamma terre ferroque domantur [278] 
81 Scrutamur rimas et uertimus omne profundum [276] 
32 Semen ut argenti queratur et aurea uena [277] 
33 Noctes atque dies festinant arua coloni [260] 
34 Callent rure manus glebarum expellimur usu [261] 
35 Fertilis haec segetique feratior altera uiti [262] 
36 Hec platanis humus hec herbis dignissima tellus [263] 
37 = Hec dura et melior pecori- siluisque fidelis [264] 
38 Aridiora tenent olee-succosior ulmis [265] 
39 Grata leues crutiant animos et corpora sause [sic] [266] 
40 Horrea uti saturent tumeant et dolia musto [267] 


41 Plenaque desecto surgant fenilia campo [268] 
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It will be seen that these e: 
ings of the Gyraldinus, For i 
reported to have peng 
bridge): 232 peruolat Gyr, 


et tradita Gyr., signorwm trait 
Gyr., cur caelo terris Ese, C: esaiteie 
Gyr., primaque iuuenta Ver Fao, C: 3 












Ese, C: 246 Qua uocet Gyr., Quo uo ae 


incubet Esc, C: 248 congesta Gyr., ¢ 
true reading is probably disiecta: 224 ty 
fuere C: 257 terimurque Gyr., premii *: 
humilesque iacent Gyr., silent artes wiles a 
278 Torrentur Gyr., Torquentur Ese. C: 2 
mus usum Gyr., g. expellimur wn Eos. 








£ stat 


segetique Ese. C: 263 plantis Gyr., p a o ds 
reaque ut sature tumeant ut Gyr., Horrea ut 8a 


Ese. C. 






There are however three cases in ¥ hi a 
Gyr. against C, 231 et quanto minor orbita luna 


minor orbita lune Ksc., et quanto minor ¢ rbita : 
which we can hardly doubt that lwnaest ay Cis 
original reading, from which, probably 1 










lunae, then lune: 264 where Gyr. and Ese. a ag 8 
et against Haec diwti et C: 233 Annuus ile 


against Annuus ille monet C. 


It is enough for my purpose to be abl 
a vastly preponderating number of instan 
readings of Gyr. are at variance with the e 
and Esc.: and that there are too many of these 
admit of our lightly accepting Gyr. against Esse, a1 


uiles taceant inopesque relictae. From 
Gyr. is reported hwmilesque iacent, 
How is this possible if Tum demum 
preceded? On the other hand who 





1 This v. is given in C Tum demum 












ROBINSON - 
would have ne ee dow n 
milesque tacent) : 
to add the f ng ts 
where, mR he a 


not scan? 
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